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ABSTRACT 
My research examines the florescence of symbolically elaborated material symbolism or ‘art’ 
witnessed with the appearance of the first sedentary village farming communities’ c. 10000 years 
ago of Anatolia and Levant in South-West Asia. The objective is to clarify the potential correlation 
between symbolic material and increased sedentism, territoriality, ritual practice, group size, 
subsistence changes, agriculture, husbandry, and domestication. Specifically, to examine the 
psychological changes may have allowed, or promoted, social and economic changes through 
sedentism and farming. Considering the implications of social transformations in the Neolithic, 
despite the numerous Neolithic decorated buildings, decorated tools, figurines, and decoration 
portable items, studies to date have failed to cross reference the symbolism displayed on such 
items.  
Though the methodological approaches in this thesis have been influenced by the work of Kozłowski 
and Aurenche (2005), who use an extensive assemblage to assess the implications of style on 
territories and boundaries in South-West Asia, a much broader framework for analysis is required for 
this thesis. A larger range of variables had to be considered and included in order to accurately 
assess the relationship between symbolic material and concurrent social changes. Data had to 
include information about site size, location, date, geographical and environmental placement, 
evidence for plant and animal exploitation, settlement layout, and detailed contextual evidence. This 
approach enabled assessment of changes in symbolically elaborated material. It also provided a 
method with which to consider how the differing communities used the symbolically elaborated 
material within a different set of behaviour by examining the contextual deposition.  
My data rejects the potential correlation between symbolic material and environmental change, 
increasing site size and permanence, population pressure, social tensions, subsistence changes, 
agriculture, husbandry, and domestication. Whilst these changes occurred in tandem, there is no 
causal link. Instead, the data suggest that distinctive patterns of ritual behaviour, alongside explicit 
motif choice, link to specific regional trends. These regional patterns point to resilient systems of 
communal identity. Chronological changes within the data reflect changes in the manipulation and 
presentation of that identity, evolving independently from other facets of Neolithic life. This 
chronological change potentially relates to the dynamic between sedentary and nomadic groups 
within the landscape and evolving inter-site relationships. The main factors involved in the 
florescence of symbolically elaborated material culture is sedentism and distinct regional patterns, 
along with specific behaviours relating to individual and house identities within communal identity. 
Any future study aiming to explain the ‘revolution of symbols’ will need to consider the implications 
of these independently evolving expressions of identity. 
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CHAPTER 1 -  INTRODUCTION 
My research examines the florescence of elaborated material symbolism or ‘art’ witnessed with the 
appearance of the first sedentary village farming communities c. 10000 years ago in Anatolia and the 
Levant in South-West Asia (often referred to as the Near East). The main aim is to explore the 
potential correlation between symbolic representations and increasing sedentism, territoriality, 
ritual practices, group sizes, changes in subsistence practices, origins of agriculture and animal 
husbandry, and domestication of plants and animals.  
1.1 QUESTION AND RELEVANCE 
The Neolithic period in South-West Asia is regarded as the period when sedentary villages, crop 
farming and herd management practices first emerged (Akkermans & Schwartz 2003:76; Asouti 
2013a:211; Davis 2005:1409; Larson & Fuller 2014; Zeder 2006:107). The term is applied to 
particular cultural elements, defined by regionally distinctive material culture in terms of ceramics, 
lithics, and architecture. (Bienkowski & Millard 2010:210). While Neolithic assemblages do indeed 
demonstrate changes in aspects of material culture such as groundstone industry, some implements 
(e.g., mortars and pestles, and other polished stone tools), once associated with the onset of the 
Neolithic are now recognised from the Epipalaeolithic period. Equally, the criterion of permanent 
settlements need not be exclusive to agricultural societies. In the Near East, the notion of ‘sedentary 
hunter-gatherers’ first associated with the Epipalaeolithic Natufian communities of the Levant, who 
exercised considerable control over rich and varied resources for subsistence around their 
settlements, is well accepted. The term Neolithic, then, is an imprecise culture-historical term often 
used as a result of familiarity (Sagona & Zimansky 2009:38). Symbolically elaborated evidence in 
Neolithic South-West Asia is considered important in that it represents archaeologically surviving 
material of ritual practices, and points to fundamental changes in human understandings of the 
world (Cauvin & Watkins 1994; Davis 2005:1409). Certain psychological changes may have allowed, 
or promoted, social and economic changes through sedentism and farming. A consequence of 
changes in subsistence practices may have been new conceptions of property, territoriality, 
household and group identities (Akkermans & Schwartz 2003:76; Benz 2004:28). Within an 
impossibly circular argument, these broader social identities facilitated, or maintained, the creation 
of previously unseen very large communities, and the ‘art’ and ritual were mechanisms used to 
define individuals within their communities and promote social cohesion (Belfer-Cohen & Bar-Yosef 
2002:25; Belfer-Cohen & Goring-Morris 2011:S212; Benz & Bauer 2013:20; Chesson 2001:3) 
Symbolically elaborated material from the Neolithic, therefore, has been loaded with being cited as 
both the cause and the consequence of significant social change. Many researchers have theorised  
that fundamental social and psychological changes in the region can be seen via the examination of 
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symbolically elaborated material evidence, along with other indicators of ritual behaviour. Cauvin, 
using evidence from ‘art’ proposed that there was a revolution of the human mind, focusing on two 
specific motifs, the female form as the goddess, and the male form in conjunction with animalistic 
representations, especially the bull (Cauvin 2001, 2002; Cauvin & Watkins 1994). Similarly, Hodder 
(1992a; Hodder & Meskell) and Meskell (2011)have used Çatalhöyük, alongside several other case 
studies such as Göbekli Tepe, to support theories on entanglement and the domination of humans 
over the wild. As with Cauvin, this idea stems from perceived psychological change and changes in 
human-animal relationships.  
Despite much interest in the origins of Neolithic material cultural elaboration, previous research has 
never involved the systematic data collection across the region, and instead theories and/or 
proposed interpretations were supported using select case studies. There is, therefore, a need for a 
systematic and region-wide examination of symbolically elaborated material in the Neolithic to test 
the theories presented here, amongst others. Kozłowski and Aurenche (2005) use an extensive 
assemblage to assess the implications of style on territories and boundaries in South-West Asia 
through systematic examination. They focus on the ‘myth of a Near Eastern Neolithic cultural unity’ 
(Kozłowski & Aurenche 2005:95) in the demonstration of territorial continuity of different Neolithic 
entities. Whilst this research does not consider the concurrent developments of sedentism, 
agriculture, and domestication, as the present study will demonstrate, the methodology and 
approaches of Kozłowski and Aurenche (2005) have influenced the direction of this work  
1.2 THE RESEARCH CONTEXT 
The development of sedentary villages in the Neolithic resulted in larger groups of people living 
together for longer periods of time, requiring different subsistence strategies and social 
mechanisms. Concurrent changes which typify the Neolithic, include (but are limited to): geographic 
location, ecological conditions, and the impacts of climate change in the early Holocene cultural and 
subsistence adaptations, farming and herding; mortuary practice and social stratification; 
architecture and settlement organisation. These aspects of Neolithic life co-occur with an increasing 
corpus of symbolically elaborated material. In this thesis, I will be examining Anatolia and the 
Levant. The rationale behind the selection of the study area is twofold, firstly from the entirety of 
Southwest Asia a large amount of data and habitation sites are available for study which, would be 
beyond the scope of this study; and secondly, Bernbeck (2004:146)suggests that an apparent lack of 
evidence for a 'symbolic-ideological frame' within the Iranian Neolithic may hinder the interpretative 
value of datasets from the eastern fertile crescent. These materials have been discussed in the 
literature as ‘art’, despite the fundamental implications and assumptions that the word itself 
possesses (Layton 1991:4; Sinclair 2003:774; White 1992:538). Chapter 2 provides greater detail on 
the archaeological context of the research to date, whilst a discussion of the etymological problem 
regarding ‘art’ is presented in Chapter 3. Despite the linguistic pitfalls of ‘art’, these elaborately 
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decorated materials are considered symbolic, in that they possess abstract meaning outside of itself 
as part of a system of symbols. These materials are then thought to form part of ritual behaviours, 
represent new forms of religion, ideologies, and cosmologies (Akkermans & Schwartz 2003:76).  
As ritual behaviour is likely to manifest in the symbolically elaborated material under investigation, 
here, a definition of ritual is necessary. Tambiah (1979 :119) defines ritual behaviour as a “culturally 
constructed system of symbolic communication”. It comprises patterned and ordered sequences of 
words and acts, often expressed in multiple media, whose content and arrangement are 
characterised in varying degree by formality (conventionality), stereotypy (rigidity), condensation 
(fusion), and redundancy (repetition). By this definition, if we consider ritual as constituted by a set 
of formal acts that follow specific rules, then not all ritual is motivated by religious belief (Rappaport 
1999:24-25). In the present study, ritual is considered to represent a spectrum of actions and 
processes of a symbolic nature, conducted both on an individual, household, and communal levels, 
which serve the purpose of structuring the lives of those performing them. With this definition, 
however, I make no assumptions about religious practice or belief. Ritual, therefore, would include 
the systematic cleaning of house floors at one end of the spectrum through to elaborate mortuary 
practices, large-scale public ceremonies, and feasts conducted in large non-residential buildings at 
the other. 
In order to understand such intangible ritualistic behaviour, a substantial body of anthropological 
research on art in traditional small-scale societies (which has been little exploited in studies of 
Neolithic symbolically elaborated material) is used. Examples presented In Chapter 3 include Lega 
art (Layton 1991:23), South African cave art (Halverson et al. 1987; Lewis-Williams 2004a, 2004b); 
and the Abelam culture (Forge 1970). In parallel, evolutionary anthropologists have been tackling 
the psychological capacity for ‘art’ and the implications of symbolic systems on the development of 
modern humans and society. Theories of the effects of ‘art’ discussed in Chapter 3 include: altered 
states of mind (Lewis-Williams 2002, 2004c; Lewis-Williams & Clottes 1998; Lewis-Williams et al. 
1988), the social brain (Barham 2010:367; Costello 2011:22; Dunbar 2009:562; Dunbar, Gamble & 
Gowlett 2010:5), co-evolution of the human mind (Watkins 2004:97), cognitive fluidity (Berghaus 
2004:2), cathedrals of the mind (Mithen 2010:484), and the distributed mind (Dunbar, Gamble & 
Gowlett 2010:12). These anthropological studies have been particularly instrumental in opening new 
avenues to the understanding of ‘art’ objects and, in particular, their complex roles in non-literate 
societies. This anthropological research and my theoretical approach are discussed in Chapter 3. 
1.3 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 
Considering the implications of social transformations in the Neolithic, and despite the numerous 
Neolithic decorated buildings, tools and small/portable items potentially designed for symbolic 
purposes, studies to date have failed to cross-reference the symbolism displayed on such items. The 
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present study aims to follow on from the work of Kozłowski (2005), by using a systematic approach 
of broad level data collection, to address the poor methodological development which characterises 
this area of study. To do this, I have incorporated data from 52 sites across the region into a multi-
faceted database. This database includes information on several aspects of each site including its 
landscape, environment, the level of sedentism, the range of architecture, type of subsistence 
strategy, plant and animal taxa consumed, etc. The full details of my methodology are presented in 
Chapter 4, which addresses the main research questions and, therefore, includes the rationale 
behind the specific database construction. 
My main questions are: 
1. What are the decorative motifs which appear in the Neolithic? 
2. On what range and type of items do these motifs appear? 
3. Is there a relationship between specific motifs, types of items, and particular periods of 
time?  
4. Is there a relationship between specific motifs, types of items, and particular regions? 
5. How exactly do regional developments inform chronological patterns identified, and how 
does this change the overall relationship between these patterns? 
6. Accounting for chronological and regional patterns, in what contexts do these motifs and 
types of items appear, and is there a specific relationship between the motifs, types of 
items, and these contexts? 
7. Based on this contextual relationship, is there a relationship between specific motifs, types 
of items, and particular locations, size, and types of sites? 
8. Is there a relationship between subsistence strategies and specific motifs? 
9. Is there a correlation between taxa consumed, and what are used as motifs? 
At this point, I must clarify the implications of ‘connection’, ‘correlation’, and ‘causation’. The 
concurrent chronological changes seen in the Neolithic point to some connection. The aim of this 
thesis is to assess if these connections represent a correlation between those changes, namely 
where one factor is a clear consequence of another. However, correlation does not imply causation 
and the limited chronological precision of much of the data available results in a tenuous attempt at 
true causation. Future detailed dating and phasing of sites should enable testing of correlations 
identified in this thesis, and thereby more accurately infer on causation.   
As many of the questions that I plan to explore with this dataset deal with questions regarding the 
social function of the symbolically elaborated material, such investigation requires good contextual 
detail. What will become apparent is that a limitation of my thesis is the lack of published contextual 
detail. As such, a specific study of sites with good contextual information is needed to validate any 
overarching theories which may become apparent in the analysis. Four main case studies and six 
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subsidiary case studies were chosen for closer examination, and the reasons for these choices can be 
found in Chapter 5. These are: 
Main Case Study Sites Subsidiary Case Study Sites 
Boncuklu Höyük Göbekli Tepe 
Çatalhöyük Gilgal I 
Sha’ar Hagolan Hacılar 
Tell Sabi Abyad I Operation I Hayonim Cave 
 Tell ‘Abr 
 Tell Sabi Abyad II 
Chapter 6 deals with the interrogation of this data to identify and define any potential relationships, 
whilst Chapter 7 presents the stylistic analysis and application of this analysis to the case studies. 
The analysis will consider the main subjects below, using a range of analyses and statistical 
approaches to more clearly define how symbolic material was created, used, and discarded; and 
more specifically, how these processes differ between the regions and through time and whether 
there are overarching similarities. Briefly, this analysis will deal with: 
Main subject In relation to Rationale 
Artefact types  Motif type, 
complexity, 
and density 
 Main Motifs 
Despite the rich of Neolithic elaborated materials, studies to date 
have failed to cross-reference the symbolism depicted on these 
various items. 
Site sizes   Artefact type 
 Motif type, 
complexity, 
and density 
 Main Motifs 
If broader social identities facilitated or maintained, the creation of 
previously unseen very large communities (Benz & Bauer 2013:20), 
one would expect a correlation between artefact type, complexity, 
and/or motif range and site size (as the simplest, though ultimately 
problematic, a marker for population size).  
Simplified 
Subsistence 
 Site size 
 Artefact type 
 Motif type, 
complexity, 
and density 
 Main Motifs 
If the accepted scenario that larger settlements depleted local 
resources to sustain larger populations, then we would expect a 
correlation between increased site size and new subsistence 
strategies. Secondly, if symbolically elaborated material points to 
fundamental changes in human understandings of the world, that 
may have allowed, or promoted sedentism and farming; then one 
would expect a correlation between artefact type, complexity, 
and/or motif range and specific subsistence strategies (potentially in 
tandem with site size).  
Contextual 
analysis 
And 
 Site size 
 Artefact type 
 Motif type, 
If there were new conceptions of property, territoriality, household 
and group identities maintained by the use of ‘art’ to promote social 
cohesion (Akkermans & Schwartz 2003:76), then one would expect 
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Stylistic 
examination  
complexity, 
and density 
 Main Motifs 
distinct contextual patterns which differentiated between private 
and public contexts, as well as between different regions. 
Raw material  Artefact type 
 Artefact type 
by context 
 Main Motifs 
 Artefact type 
by Main 
Motif 
Raw material is both a symbolic component (adding elements of 
texture and colour to the physical properties of the artefacts) and an 
economic one ( the relationship between locally sourced or long 
distance exchange and, therefore, potential regional interaction). As 
such, patterns of use or selection could be found. 
Geography and 
Ecology  
 Artefact type 
 Raw 
materials 
 Main Motifs 
If the potential consequence of subsistence change resulted in new 
conceptions of territoriality (Benz 2004:28), then potential patterns 
could arise from the choices regarding site location. 
Subsistence 
species 
 Artefact type If there were psychological changes in human perceptions of their 
position in the environment, and, as a result, their relationships with 
the landscape, plants and animals changed; then the specific motifs 
employed could correlate with changes in subsistence strategies and 
taxa consumed. These specific motifs, then, could also have the 
added dimension of correlating with specific contexts, which then 
may or may not be related to distinct private or public rituals. 
Detailed Motifs  Simplified 
subsistence 
 Artefact type 
 Context type 
 All 
subsistence 
species 
The rudimentary changes commonly attributed to the Neolithic such as the emergence of farming, 
are far more complex than often described. Indeed, the mechanisms and systems which enabled 
and promoted such subsistence changes are multifaceted and expertly interwoven. Increased 
population, sedentary behaviours, and changes in architecture, manipulation of mortuary practices, 
the explosion of symbolic behaviour, adoption of new subsistence strategies: these differing systems 
in the Neolithic paradoxically explain each other whilst relying on each other for their existence. 
With the analysis of Chapter 6 and 7 (incorporating this larger range of data), alongside a broader 
anthropological viewpoint, Chapter 8 then presents the evidence with which to challenge the 
theories, statements, and presumptions of the role of ‘art’ within the Neolithic and be able, with 
greater validity, to assess the factors involved in the florescence of ‘art’. 
chapter 9 evaluates the results of analysis and the inferences drawn from the datasets presented 
and places them in the context of methodological and regional debates. 
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CHAPTER 2 -  SETTING THE STAGE  
The Neolithic is widely regarded as the period when sedentary villages, agriculture, and herd 
management practices first emerged in South-West Asia. The development of sedentary villages in 
the Neolithic resulted in larger groups of people living together for longer periods of time, therefore 
requiring new types of coping mechanisms to defuse the interpersonal stress of not being able to 
move away from social conflicts (Benz & Bauer 2013:20). This chapter serves as an introduction to 
the period and region, outlining the defining features and characteristics including the geography, 
ecology, cultural, subsistence, and social developments. These themes are important to my research 
because each facet has been argued to been the cause or consequence of social change in the 
Neolithic, and, therefore, relate to changes in symbolically elaborate material and rituals.  
2.1 TOPOGRAPHY 
South-West Asia encompasses a vast range of landscapes, altitudes, climates and ecosystems; 
encompassing the modern states of Iran, Iraq, Turkey, Syria, Jordan, Lebanon, Israel and Cyprus. 
 
Figure 2.1 Map of the South-West Asia (Zagros-Kirdi-Taurus mountain arc) showing physical topography 
(Sagona & Zimansky 2009) 
Each region within South-West Asia has a unique climate and ecology due to its varied topography 
(Figure 2.1). The Irano-Anatolian folded zone forms a mountainous arc curving south-east/north-
west between the plateaux of Iran and Anatolia. To the north of this range, most of Anatolia is an 
elevated plateau while to the south of this arc is rolling alluvial terrain (Sagona & Zimansky 2009).  
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2.2 MODERN VEGETATION 
These vast and varied ecosystems have resulted in many unique adaptations in relation to 
population movements, settlement formation and subsistence strategies. The major phyto-
geographical regions in South-West Asia (see Figure 2.2) have been defined by both Miller (1997: 
197-198) and Roberts and Wright Jr (1994:195) and are summarised in Table 2.2.1: 
 
Table 2.2.1 The major phytogeographical regions in the South-West Asia (after Roberts & Wright 1994:195) 
 
Figure 2.2 Modern Vegetation Zones in South-West Asia (Miller 1997:198) 
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2.3 GLOBAL CLIMATIC CHANGE - THE LATE GLACIAL TO THE HOLOCENE 
Palaeonvironmentalists have identified five phases of significantly different environmental 
conditions linked to climate change which may have had an effect on contemporary inhabitants. A 
summary of these conditions is summarised in Table 2.3.1 while their chronology, with their onset, 
associated errors, and estimations are summarised in Table 2.3.2. 
 
Table 2.3.1 Main climatic events of the last 25,000 years as described in literature (Maher, Banning & Chazan 
2011:8; Moore & Hillman 1992:483; Roberts & Wright 1994:200; Robinson et al. 2006:1533; Wick, Lemcke & 
Sturm 2003:673; Wright 1993:466).  
Roberts et al (2004) summarise the extensive data sources on Holocene climatic change. They used 
an array of palaeobotanical data, alongside the Greenland Ice Core, to reconstruct global 
temperature changes and interpret this Holocene climatic development in South-West Asia (Figure 
2.4). In addition, Figure 2.3 provides a comparative broad view of the climatic evolution of this 
region over the last 25,000 years at different localities and from different proxies. These proxies are 
increasingly being complemented by regional and site by site data, an example of which is a study of 
declining environment inferred directly from archaeobotanical remains (Araus et al. 2014). 
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Figure 2.3 Compilation of terrestrial and marine palaeoclimatic proxy data (after Robinson et al. 2006:134)  
 
Table 2.3.2 Palaeoclimatic events of the last 25,000 years with date of onset and associated errors and 
estimated durations (after Maher, Banning & Chazan 2011:6) 
 
Figure 2.4 Reconstructed air temperatures from the GISP 2 Ice Core in Greenland (Robinson et al. 2006:1518) 
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2.3.1 DOMINATING MODELS OF THE CULTURAL IMPLICATIONS OF CLIMATE 
CHANGE 
There are many implications for climate change in relation to the social developments in South-West 
Asia, including the relationship to the developments of sedentism, agriculture and domestication 
(which will be looked at it in detail later in this chapter). At this point, it is worth introducing the 
debates and criticisms of the climatic model for explaining the cultural change in this period. The 
current dominating models that propose a relationship between climate and social change suggest: 
1. Sedentary, socially-complex groups appeared quickly at the beginning of the Early Natufian 
and are correlated with the onset of the Bølling-Allerød (Bar-Yosef & Belfer-Cohen 1989; 
Grosman 2003; Henry 1989). 
2. The beginning of the Younger Dryas caused resource stress and triggered a decline in 
settlement density and increase in mobility at the beginning of the Late Natufian, brought 
the Mushabian to an end or triggered the Harifian (Maher, Banning & Chazan 2011:3) 
3. The end of the Younger Dryas is correlated with the onset of large settled villages in the 
Pre-Pottery Neolithic A (Bar-Yosef & Belfer-Cohen 1989; Byrd 2005)  
4. The ‘collapse’ of the Pre-Pottery Neolithic B is correlated with the 8.2ka climatic event (Bar-
Yosef 2001).  
However, a recent publication by Maher et al (2011) demonstrates that these social correlations are 
not always as clear or as consistent as some authors suggest. Using detailed palaeoenvironmental 
dating alongside C14 dates for a vast number of sites, they conclude that rather, any relationships 
between climate change and culture change are more complicated than existing models allow 
(Maher, Banning & Chazan 2011:1).  
1. Analyses confirm that Early Natufian likely preceded Bølling-Allerød and as such climatic 
factors could not be a precondition for this change (Maher, Banning & Chazan 2011:16) 
2. The Younger Dryas is too late to have been a factor in the Natufian collapse (Maher, 
Banning & Chazan 2011:16) 
3. It was also much too early to be a plausible trigger for the PPNA (Maher, Banning & Chazan 
2011:16) 
4. The 8.2ka event clearly falls within the later PN period, dating to after the ‘PPNB collapse’, 
and does not correspond with the end of that successive phase either. The only major 
development at this time was the increasing production and reliance on pottery leading 
into the Pottery Neolithic and it would remain to make a convincing argument as to why a 
slight cooling of temperature would lead people to adopt pottery in a major way (Maher, 
Banning & Chazan 2011:18). Indeed, specific analysis conducted with Tell Sabi Abyad as a 
case study showed that though the timing of changes in domesticated species and cultural 
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changes correlates with the timing of the 8.2 ka event, these cannot be with certainty 
linked to the climate event as long as supporting data from wild species and long-term data 
are lacking. Changes might very well be a result of non-climate forcing factors, like 
anthropogenic influences or cultural development (van der Horn et al. 2015:7). 
However, we must be open-minded when considering such absolute dates. While climate is an 
important variable, people, plants, and animals are all highly adaptive. Vegetation changes are not 
always synchronous with the changing moisture, and instead, vegetation responds to climatic 
deterioration only when species-related threshold levels are crossed (Wick, Lemcke & Sturm 
2003:673). In a domino effect, there is then another delay as animals adapt to this changing 
ecosystem. This non-quantifiable rate of change clouds the issue of such precise correlations 
between climate and cultural change.  
The ‘rapidity’ often ascribed to such changes in climate doesn’t consider what ‘rapid’ means in terms 
of a single individual’s lifespan, or the life of a community. It is unlikely that a single generation saw 
abrupt changes with which they could not cope. If the evidence does not correlate, and instead we 
see no impact on archaeological evidence in response to dramatic reactions to climate change, we 
can assume that these communities were able to adapt. These adaptations would not necessarily be 
implicitly visible in the archaeological record, but the continuity where we would expect a collapse 
indirectly offers that proof. None the less, I feel that the Maher et al.’s research is convincing enough 
to accept the lack of correlation between climate change and social change in this region.  
2.4 CHRONOLOGY 
With Maher’s research in hand (2011), we now have a better-defined chronology, clearly linked to 
the global climatic changes (Figure 2.5). For the purpose of this study, I use the chronological terms 
Epipalaeolithic, Pre-Pottery Neolithic (henceforth PPN), Pre-Pottery Neolithic A (henceforth PPNA), 
Pre-Pottery Neolithic B (henceforth PPNB), Pre-pottery Neolithic C (henceforth PPNC), and the 
Pottery Neolithic (henceforth PN). 
Those interested in the processes that have been generally labelled as the Neolithic revolution will 
probably agree that the overall picture of these processes can be understood as a continuous and 
complex phenomenon. Indeed constant re-assessment of fully calibrated radiocarbon dates repaints 
the picture of Near Eastern development at this time (see for example Aurenche et al. 2001; Benz 
2013). As such, Watkins (2013a:157) has argued that the generally used chronological and cultural 
labels (Natufian, Neolithic, PPNA, PPNB in particular) should be abandoned. A simple series of 
chronological periods with neutral labels (ideally numerical dates) would serve us much better; it 
would suppress the artificial distinction between the Epipalaeolithic and the Neolithic, and it would 
be equally applicable in any region of South-West Asia without undertones of a Levant-centred 
model (Watkins 2013a:157).  
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Figure 2.5 Example model of ‘groups’ of dates set against climatic events (Maher, Banning & Chazan 2011:9) 
Whilst I agree with Watkins, the prevailing use of these terms, alongside many sites in my database 
without confirmed chronological periods as established by absolute dating, makes the adoption of 
his suggestion difficult. ‘Period’ is a somewhat arbitrary characteristic that I have assigned to the 
sites to enable cross-site comparisons based on a rough idea of chronological occupation and 
presumed cultural traits and the terms enable easy discussion of the patterns seen. This division 
serves only to broadly classify and simplify the large range of data. Further discussion regarding this 
terminology choice is discussed in section 4.3.1 in Chapter 4.  For the purpose of this thesis, these 
‘periods’ have been defined as follows: 
 Epipalaeolithic     18000-9700 BC Cal 
 Pre-Pottery Neolithic A (PPNA)   9700-8500 BC Cal 
 Pre-Pottery Neolithic B (PPNB)   8500-6900 BC Cal 
 Pottery Neolithic (PN) which combines: 
o Pre-Pottery Neolithic C (PPNC, a Southern Levantine specific period, defined by the 
excavation at ‘Ain Ghazal,  bridging the PPNB and PN) 
6900-6600 BC Cal 
o Pottery Neolithic (PN)   6900-5850 BC Cal 
2.5 CULTURAL AND SUBSISTENCE ADAPTATIONS 
It had been customary to contrast the settled life of the cultivator with the nomadic existence of the 
‘homeless hunter’ until Childe (1936) succinctly suggested that the adoption of cultivation should 
not be confused with the adoption of a sedentary life. He presented his concerns through the 
anthropological example of the hunting and fishing tribes of the Pacific Coast of Canada, who 
possessed permanent villages of substantial ornate, and almost luxurious, wooden houses (Childe 
1936:71). Indeed, archaeological evidence clearly demonstrates that there were various models of 
economic existence. Fully fledged settled agriculturalists coexisted with hunter-gatherers during the 
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PPN, while other groups, for a while at least, filled intermediate roles as forager-farmers based 
mostly on domesticated plants and animals (Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen 2011:S204). We need to 
bear in mind when analysing sites from this period that there is not a simple dichotomy of hunter-
gatherer vs. farmer. This is important when considering the symbolically elaborated material at this 
time, and the varied hypothesis which links change as symbolic behaviour to specific subsistence 
strategies. 
Many theories have been suggested as to why the Neolithic saw such unprecedented social and 
subsistence changes. These briefly include (though this is in no way a comprehensive list): 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
Gordon Childe was an advocate of the environmentally oriented ‘Oasis Propinquity Theory’ which 
considers populations taking advantage of an ‘oasis’ and becoming sedentary. The consequence of 
environmental change upon these now settled communities (Childe 1936) resulted in social and 
subsistence changes. In a similar vein, Robert Braidwood and his ‘Hilly Flanks’ theory, which also 
represents an oasis hypothesis within a nuclear zone (Braidwood 1960:130). Changes in subsistence 
and farming emerged in the peripheral zones outside of the natural habitat of exploited resources. 
Both concede that a shift to cultivation, animal management, and domestication resulted in the 
social and symbolic changes seen. Current research (as discussed in section 2.3.1) shows that that 
there is no clear causal link between climate and culture change (Maher, Banning & Chazan 2011:1) 
and refutes these theories. 
HUMAN IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENT AND POPULATION PRESSURE 
Flannery proposed a ‘broad spectrum subsistence model’ of sedentary communities consuming and 
depleting local resources which lead to cultivation and domestication (Flannery 1972), whilst Lewis 
Binford suggests the premise that larger populations, as distinct from climate change, led to 
agriculture, and not the reverse (Binford 1968:328). These theories were similar to those of Childe 
and Braidwood, in that they considered resource restriction to be the fundamental cause of social 
and subsistence change though the Flannery and Binford models do not assume climatic and 
environmental change. Both concede that a shift to cultivation, animal management, and 
domestication resulted in the social and symbolic changes seen. 
SOCIAL TENSION 
Another theory interprets population pressure as distinct from resource stress. It is thought that 
tensions occur when hunter-gatherers, cultivators, or agriculturists remain in large groups for a long 
time. Under these conditions of population aggregation, animals and humans respond negatively to 
a number of features in their environment, including congestion, loss of control, loss of privacy, and 
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information overload (Kuijt 2000:78). It is supposed then, in response to this ‘social crowding’ and 
increased tension that communities began to rely upon concepts of common identity and values and 
the regular pattern of house construction, internal structures, and unified settlement layout, 
through which they formed a common identity (Bar-Yosef 2001:144). Hayden suggests that potential 
mechanisms to create strong group cohesions among larger populations may have also included 
communal food consumption and feasts (Hayden 2014; Hayden & Villeneuve 2011), the 
consequence of which may have played a key role in conferring ideological prominence to particular 
plants and animals, alongside a necessity to acquire large quantities of these foodstuffs, and perhaps 
even contributed to their cultivation and domestication (Twiss 2008:418). This suggests that changes 
in symbolically elaborated material occur as a consequence of sedentism and population size and 
was the cause for a shift to cultivation, animal management, and domestication. 
PSYCHOLOGICAL CHANGES 
 Jacques Cauvin’s ‘symbolic revolution’ rests on a cognitive model where cultivation and 
domestication could not occur until there was an appropriate mental shift, whereby humans saw 
themselves as now able to control their environment (Cauvin & Watkins 1994). Cauvin goes on to 
postulate that the mental shift which resulted in new rituals and ideologies centred on ‘the goddess’ 
and ‘the bull’ (Cauvin & Watkins 1994:25). Though they acknowledge the corpus of new data does 
not correspond to this phenomenon (Cauvin & Watkins 1994:219) they do not consider it to be in 
conflict with the overarching theory. Cauvin also examines the diffusion of these Neolithic-specific 
traits from a core region in the Northern Levant northwards into Anatolia (as described in Chapter 9, 
Cauvin & Watkins 1994:78-95) and southwards into the Southern Levant (as described in Chapter 10, 
Cauvin & Watkins 1994:96-104).  
Hodder and Meskell agree with the premise of a ‘symbolic revolution’ and the cognitive model 
which supports it. However, whilst, they consider the same themes as Cauvin, they contest his 
assertion of the dominance of the ‘goddess’ and ‘bull’, and instead present evidence that sees the 
repeated focus on death, masculinity, and the wild (Hodder & Meskell 2011:235). They suggest that 
human perceptions of their place in the landscape, and their relationship to animals, predate 
changes to subsistence. They use Çatalhöyük and Göbekli Tepe to put forward theories regarding 
psychological change allowing dominion of humans over the wild (Hodder & Meskell 2011:235) and 
suggest “widespread and long-lasting themes maleness, wild and dangerous animals, headlessness, 
and birds” (Hodder & Meskell 2011:235) in the early settled communities of the region. This 
suggests that social changes, and changes in symbolically elaborated material culture, occur 
irrespective of population size or subsistence changes. Instead, we would expect to see changes in 
symbolically elaborated material culture preceding changes in subsistence. 
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MATERIAL DEPENDENCIES 
Hodder suggests that social and subsistence changes reflect increasing ‘entanglement’ (Hodder 
2011, 2013a), where increased investment in materials also increases social commitments. Rather 
than seeing sedentism and agriculture as the cause of greater materiality, he argues that the 
ongoing process of material entanglement led to these social and subsistence changes (Hodder 
2011:226). And thus the term ‘entanglement’ “seeks to capture the ways in which human and things 
entrap each other” (Hodder 2014c:20). He uses Çatalhöyük as a case study to explore how increased 
investment in materials also increases social commitments. In this way, people become static, and 
thus entangled with the permanence of their buildings, village, community, territory and all things 
within it. As such, we would expect to see a correlation between symbolically elaborated material 
and site size as a proxy for increasing sedentary behaviour. 
2.5.1 UPPER PALAEOLITHIC AND EARLY EPIPALAEOLITHIC  
The archaeology of the Upper Palaeolithic foragers is relatively well known (Bar-Yosef 1998b). 
Though often characterised by highly mobile hunter-gatherer groups, with small social units and 
ephemeral sites, there are remarkable exceptions such as the Late Upper Palaeolithic site of Ohalo II 
in Israel. More often than not, botanical remains are often poorly preserved or have not been 
carefully sampled from South-West Asian Upper Palaeolithic deposits (Nadel et al. 2012). Excellent 
preservation at the site also provides clear evidence of the use of over 142 plant taxa, with an 
abundance of wild grasses like wheat and barley. Their researchers discovered several brush hut 
structures organised around outdoor hearths, with refuse collected and dumped in apparently 
designated areas (Maher, Richter & Stock 2012:72; Nadel et al. 2012:990:991). The harvesting of 
these cereals in early summer, along with avifauna assessments of hunting season, indicates long-
term, perhaps year-round, occupation of the site. These remains clearly demonstrate a dietary shift 
toward cereals several thousands of years before the earliest evidence of plant domestication 
(Maher, Richter & Stock 2012:78). These emerging – albeit still limited – results on Upper 
Pleistocene plant-food exploitation may be combined with archaeozoological research to suggest 
that the long-term shift toward smaller package-sized food resources initially developed 
continuously and slowly, probably across the Middle-Upper Palaeolithic transition (Stutz, Munro & 
Bar-Oz 2009:5199). This evidence informs the changes which occur in the Epipalaeolithic, which is 
clearly part of the same evolving tradition, rather than a stark breakaway from earlier strategies. 
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2.5.2 THE LATE EPIPALAEOLITHIC 
The Late Epipalaeolithic phase is most pronounced in the Natufian of the Levant, which has yielded 
the most varied evidence of a complex foraging lifeway, including abundant ground stone 
implements, larger and more permanent settlements, art, ornamentation and burials with grave 
goods. There is a clear disturbance in the pattern of settlement in the Late Epipalaeolithic, which has 
been established above to be unrelated to the climatic events of the Younger Dryas (Maher, Banning 
& Chazan 2011:16). Regardless of the cause, we do see the emergence of new settlement patterns, 
different social alliances and possibly adjusted ideologies (Bar-Yosef 1998b:146).  
EMERGING SEDENTARY BEHAVIOUR 
Sedentism can be defined as where at least part of the population remains at the same location 
throughout the entire year (Belfer-Cohen & Goring-Morris 2011:S210), but this simplified definition 
does clearly not define the number of archaeological and biological categories of evidence that 
archaeologists routinely equate with the appearance of sedentism:  
 Stone architecture and rebuilding (Belfer-Cohen 1989, 1991; Boyd 2006) 
 Heavy-duty material culture, such as large stone mortars (Boyd 2006; Lieberman & Bar-
Yosef 1994) 
 Storage pits (Braidwood 1973; Edwards 1989; Pearsall 2009:611; Testart et al. 1982) 
 Cemeteries and issues of social differentiation (Belfer-Cohen 1995; Boyd 2006; Byrd & 
Monahan 1995) 
 The presence of commensal faunal species (Belfer-Cohen 1989; Wyncoll & Tangri 1989, 
1991) 
 Seasonality of hunting as indicated by cementum increments on gazelle teeth (Davis 1983) 
 Thickness of archaeological deposits and distribution of refuse (Edwards 1989) 
The pre-conditions permitting hunter-gatherers to live in permanently occupied villages are 
predicated on the existence of a predictable year-round food supply. Ethnographic data report that 
a number of groups achieved residential permanence or near permanence through the practice of 
storage (Soffer 1989:720).  
It should be made clear that the notion of sedentism refers not simply to perceived degrees of 
residential mobility based upon the criteria discussed above but, crucially, to changes in social 
organisation (Boyd 2006:170). It is thought that when hunter-gatherers become dependent on 
locally restricted resources, they do not give up this location, even when conflicts occur. According 
to the ethnoarchaeological model, it was this territorial commitment that was a necessary condition 
for social change in the Neolithic (Benz 2004:28).  
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The consequence of this sedentary behaviour and latent territorial claims is the complication of 
potential social tensions. It is thought that in less mobile groups, the option of fissioning, of breaking 
away from the group, becomes less feasible. As the number of individuals in any group increases, 
there is, of course, an exponential increase in the inter-individual relationships that are possible. But 
these social ties take time and energy to maintain, and they are also cognitively demanding (Coward 
& Gamble 2008:1975). As such, more often than not, in high-density, strongly linked small-scale 
groups such as extended families, behaviours and performances appropriate to particular temporal 
and spatial contexts become well known, and activities become highly routine. In this way, people 
do not need much in the way of clues from their environment to tell them how to act (Coward & 
Gamble 2008:1975). 
In these larger permanent villages, traditional expectations of social behaviour may have no longer 
been easily met. Direct personal relationships could have become more difficult, and public display 
of symbols and new forms of rituals may have become necessary to convince group members to 
accept new rules and to strengthen corporate identities (Benz & Bauer 2013:20). Indeed, with the 
onset of sedentism, one phenomenon that is strikingly evident in the archaeological record is a 
substantial increase in material culture with clear symbolic characteristics (Rollefson 2008:387). 
Alongside this, other processes could have been put into place to assist in this maintenance of these 
larger groups, including changes in architecture and mortuary practice. The implication of sedentism 
to my research encompasses the psychological change associated with larger group size and 
permanent territorial claims. These changes in societal structure may inform the change in 
symbolically elaborated material. 
2.5.3 PPNA 
The archaeology of PPNA sites suggests the appearance of incipient cultivating sedentary societies, 
which continued to rely on certain elements of hunting and gathering. These sedentary groups lived 
within a dynamic landscape still exploited by hunter-gatherers. As seen in the earlier periods, there 
are no straightforward associations between mobility, unstructured use of space and hunting and 
gathering on the one hand, and permanent architecture, sedentism and the symbolic or structured 
use of space on the other hand. There are, for example, mobile agriculturalists, mobile hunter–
gatherers who cultivate plants, and sedentary hunter–gatherers  (Coward & Gamble 2008:1975). 
None the less, these sedentary populations probably relied upon concepts of common identity and 
values. The regular pattern of house construction, internal structures, and unified settlement layout 
is taken as evidence for careful planning and organisation and, therefore, a manifestation of 
common identity (Bar-Yosef 2001:144). These changes in social structure through public 
architecture, social hierarchy, and the territorial claim will be discussed further below.  
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CULTIVATION AND HUNTING 
For most archaeobotanists there is a key distinction is between cultivation (which is something that 
people do) and domestication (which is a property of the species in question) (Fuller, Willcox & 
Allaby 2012:622). Specifically, the distinctions are: 
 Foraging accounts for a state of collecting wild plants reflecting the hunter-gatherer lifeway 
(Abbo, Lev-Yadun & Gopher 2012:242) 
 Cultivation is the mechanism, the set of activities by which the active person treats plants. 
This may include, but is not limited to, threshing, cleaning, sorting, selecting and stocking 
seeds, soil preparation, sowing, tending and harvesting (Abbo, Lev-Yadun & Gopher 
2012:242) 
 Domestication in biological terms refers to the major genetically based phenotypic features 
that characterise the plants selected by humans and in cultural terms. It is an event/episode 
based on a decision and follow-up action by which the active person selects certain species 
and particular stocks within species for growing (Abbo, Lev-Yadun & Gopher 2012:242). This 
evolving mutualism is presented simply in Figure 2.6.  
There is wide agreement that the cultivation of domesticated crops was preceded by a long period 
of what is conventionally termed ‘pre-domestication cultivation’ (Asouti 2013a:211). Hunter-
gatherers had long been exploiting wild cereals when available without cultivation (as seen at Ohalo 
II - Fuller 2007:906), and such strategies should be perceived as a diverse array of foraging 
adaptations to locally fluctuating plant resources (Asouti & Fuller 2012:157). Indeed, it is likely that 
cultivation of domesticated plants and gathering from their wild populations co-existed for a long 
time (Peleg et al. 2011:5059). Even without population growth, a sedentary population will 
eventually deplete the densest stands of wild cereals making it necessary to engage in supplemental 
seed planting to ensure locally abundant and reliable harvests (Miller 1992:51). 
Wild wheat stands persistently harvested with sickles, would become domesticated stands within a 
few decades whereas non-domestication cultivation includes harvesting by beating unripe wild 
stands or simply not replanting (Peleg et al. 2011:5059; Watson 1995:32). Thus, it is conceivable that 
the early cultivators strategically chose practices that worked against the morphological changes 
that are recognised in domesticated plants as they attempted to balance food needs and labour 
costs (Fuller 2010:10). During the PPNA, the first domesticated cereals may be attested (Vigne et al. 
2011:52). One viewpoint is that that the primary domesticated crops of the Neolithic—namely, 
einkorn wheat, emmer wheat, barley, lentil, pea, chickpea, and flax—potentially appeared initially in 
a core area (see Figure 2.7) from which they spread throughout the Middle East (Matsuoka 2011; 
Peleg et al. 2011; Salamini et al. 2002:431; Weiss, Kislev & Hartmann 2006). However, others, in 
particular, Zeder (2006, 2008, 2011, 2015), provide substantial evidence that there were likely 
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several domestication events. Alongside these developments in cultivation and agriculture, these 
early PPNA communities continued to hunt, trap and gather wild fruits, seeds and leaves (Bar-Yosef 
1998b:151). 
The large scale debates regarding plant exploitation, cultivation and domestication are often based 
on limited and scanty evidence. There is an unfounded emphasis on plants which are important 
agricultural crops today (Olszewski 1993:421). The vast majority of seed remains, however, were not 
destined for human consumption (Miller 1996:527). Other explanations such as dung use, can 
explain their presence and indeed, dung is commonly used for fuel in Iran to this day. If, for example, 
the charred-seed assemblages from Ali Kosh and Abu Hureyra are primarily remnants of dung-
fuelled fires (instead of evidence of subsistence) a number of our ideas about ancient plant use and 
wild or domestic herd management must be revised. Equally, if other plants were used in dung fuel, 
then this could illustrate the greater importance of cultivars. 
The implication of cultivation in my research hinges on the psychological and economic 
consequences of changes in food sources and allocation of resources. In particular, the 
consequences of change in community dynamics with increasing territoriality associated with 
prescribed pieces of arable land. There is also the potential impact of psychological change, of how 
the landscape, and peoples’ place in it, is viewed. These considerations may inform changes in 
symbolically elaborated material at this time, with changes in iconography potentially relating to 
shifts in such perceptions.  
 
Figure 2.6 Domestication is best viewed as an evolving mutualism between humans and populations of plants 
and animals (Zeder 2006:107) 
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Figure 2.7 Map of Early Neolithic sites in South-West Asia within the distribution of wild cereals and the 
hypothetical ‘core area’ (Fuller, Willcox & Allaby 2012:619) 
2.5.4 PPNB THROUGH TO THE PN 
The transition between the PPNA and PPNB reveals some disruption, with distinctive shifts in 
settlement patterns, and the founding and subsequent stabilisation of large-scale villages reaching 
up to 12 hectares (Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen 2008:260). The PPNB now sees an integrated 
farming economy characterised by a reliance on both domesticated animals and plants, with social 
developments potentially linked to this increasing reliance on food production (Twiss 2007:30). 
There is a clear increase in the population, the size of settlements, the density of structures and the 
number of burials in the PPNB. This would appear to be a physical by-product of increased 
sedentism, increased the birth rate, and subsistence intensification (Kuijt 2008a:292). Equally, earlier 
researchers proposed a ‘great Neolithic gap’ between the PPN and the PN. This too is now largely 
rejected, since the PPNC and the PN show an unbroken linkage. In some areas, there may have been 
a period of late PPN abandonment, but this was soon followed by substantial PN communities 
(Simmons 2015:235) 
Importantly in our analysis of social and subsistence change, there is no absolutely dated 
archaeological evidence for large-scale collapse or decline, or migration at the time of two of the 
most severe and rapid climatic changes of the Holocene. No more sites were abandoned than in 
other periods, and the sites that were potentially abandoned around the time of the rapid climate 
change events were not specifically located in more arid or colder areas. There is some evidence for 
local adaptation to the 8.2 ka event, such as at Tell Sabi Abyad in Northern Syria. Other sites that 
continue to be occupied throughout the event do not show evidence for adaptation, but none has 
been as precisely dated as Sabi Abyad (Flohr et al. 2015:13). 
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ANIMAL HUSBANDRY AND DOMESTICATION 
The PPNB was a crucial time for the advent of husbandry (Davis 2005:1409). Species such as cattle 
and sheep which were domesticated in South-West Asia at this time (see Figure 2.8) are now under 
intense husbandry in Europe and other parts of the world (Bruford, Bradley & Luikart 2003:906). 
Alongside genetic research on crop plants, much research has been conducted on domesticated 
livestock including cattle (Bruford, Bradley & Luikart 2003:904; Loftus et al. 1999:2015); sheep (Hole 
1984:54; Pedrosa et al. 2005:2216; Saña Segui et al. 1999:27), goats (Hole 1984:54; Naderi et al. 
2008: 17659) and pigs (Larson et al. 2005:1618).  
As with plants, there is a distinction between herd management and domestication. The former is 
evidenced by human action, such as the presence of corrals, pens, or other traces of animals (such 
as manure or hoof prints) in human settlements and changes in human settlement patterns (Zeder 
2006:110). The latter by the distinct genetic change. Unlike modern farming systems in which yield 
maximization is a prime goal for farmers and breeders alike, in ancient and in current traditional 
farming systems a stable year to year yield is of prime importance, which may explain why wild 
types persist after the appearance of domestic types (Abbo, Lev-Yadun & Gopher 2010:145). Other 
potential uses for these herds also included milk products, which have been identified through lipid 
residue on pottery attested from the earliest pottery in c. 7
th
 millennium (examples include Budja 
2014; Evershed et al. 2008); the uses of animal dung in agriculture, building, and heating; and the 
use of hairs and of load-bearing or draft power capabilities (Vigne 2008:186). 
Selection of animals initially brought under human management is most often directed towards 
modification of behaviour rather than towards morphological change (for examples of such 
morphological change see Driscoll, Macdonald & O'Brien 2009:9972). Specifically, animals seem to 
be selected for increased tolerance of penning, sexual precocity, and, above all, reduction of 
wariness and aggression (Zeder et al. 2006:140). This process was applied to a varied number of 
species with limited success, as many possess behavioural or morphological characteristics that pose 
insurmountable barriers to domestication. For example, there is some evidence of tentative steps 
toward management of gazelle in the early Neolithic of the southern Levant, but the animal’s well-
developed flight reflex and resistance to captive breeding prevented this process moving beyond the 
initial ‘audition phase’ (Zeder 2015:3192).  
The domestication of plant and animals resulted in Childe’s (Childe 1936) so-called ‘Neolithic 
package’ (which is an arguable concept although much used) which is thought to have spread 
westwards into Europe (either the physical transportation of stock with migrating farming 
populations or merely as a set of ideas adopted by the local population are under constant debate). 
An interesting study of this move has been published by Arbuckle et al (2014). They bring together 
primary archaeozoological data for over 200,000 faunal specimens excavated from seventeen sites 
in Turkey spanning the Epipalaeolithic through Chalcolithic periods, c. 18,000-4,000 BC cal., in order 
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to document the initial westward spread of domestic livestock across Neolithic central and western 
Turkey. These shared datasets demonstrate that the westward expansion of Neolithic subsistence 
technologies combined multiple routes and pulses, but did not involve a set ‘package’ comprising all 
four livestock species including sheep, goat, cattle and pig (Arbuckle et al. 2014:2). A critical 
examination of the data suggests that the development of systems of animal husbandry took place 
over several millennia and followed markedly different trajectories in different regions within South-
West Asia and even at neighbouring sites (Arbuckle et al. 2014:55). 
The implication of domestication on my research is profound. Many theories hinge on the changes in 
self-awareness as humans began to control, and manipulate, their environment and food sources. 
These changes, according to many, translate into the changes in iconography and the material 
culture as a whole. As such, the chronology and dynamics of this change are vital in the assessment 
and interpretation of the symbolically elaborated material culture under investigation here. 
 
Figure 2.8 Map of South-West Asia indicating the fertile crescent and the approximate areas of domestication 
for pig, cattle, sheep and goat (Starkovich & Stiner 2009:45) 
A SIDE NOTE: THE TRANSPORTATION OF ANIMALS TO CYPRUS 
Because the fallow deer, pig, sheep and goat that are regularly present in the Neolithic village 
settlements of Cyprus apparently have no ancestors on the island, it has long been understood that 
they had been deliberately imported by people (Croft 2002:173). Indeed, it would appear that 
Cyprus was settled by several groups of farmers at a time when South-West Asia’s agricultural 
economic model is still in its infancy on the mainland (Bodet 2014:1). Starting from 8,500 cal. BC at 
least and probably going back to 9,000 cal. BC, they were controlling the voyages being made 
between the mainland and Cyprus so well that they were able to cross the sea several times each 
year and to cope with the difficult problem of the transportation of large ruminants. After being 
introduced to the island, deer appear to have been released into the wild and hunted (Vigne, Daujat 
& Monchot 2015). All this implies that the boats in use were already much more sophisticated than 
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once presumed (Vigne et al. 2014:4). New data published by Bar-Yosef Mayer et al (2015) suggests 
that a passage from Turkey southwards to the island of Cyprus appears to be ideal for Neolithic 
sailing. It is the shortest distance between the mainland and Cyprus, and it is easy to sail between 
April and October. A raft could arrive in Cyprus within 24 hours, while a boat would take a long day-
sail, from dawn to dusk. A passage from the east or south-east, westward or northwestward to 
Cyprus may be possible in some weather windows during the transitional seasons. However, it is 
longer, requires night sailing, and thus would be riskier and not recommended. The best return 
journey is east or southeastwardly to the Levant. Thus, the optimal entire journey would be Turkey- 
Cyprus-Levant-overland or by coastal navigation in an anticlockwise route (Bar-Yosef Mayer et al. 
2015:18).  
2.6 EXCHANGE 
Evidence for exchange is found throughout the region and across all the periods under investigation 
here. Not only in the form of whole goods but more commonly in the form of raw materials. Even in 
the Epipalaeolithic, the wide distribution of small Mediterranean and Red Sea gastropod beads 
reveals wide trade links and interaction between groups over considerable distances (Byrd 
2005:254).  
The end of the Epipalaeolithic and the PPNA saw a widening in the range and scope of trade 
networks, including dentalium shell beads, ochre, malachite, and notably basalt for large ground 
stone tools (Runnels 1988; Weinstein-Evron, Lang & Ilani 1999). Recent sourcing research has 
revealed that basalt for Natufian ground stone tools was most often acquired from distant sources, 
up to 100 km away, rather than local sources (Byrd 2005:258). Obsidian, in particular, from central 
and eastern Anatolia, was exchanged very long distances across the Fertile Crescent. During the 
PPNA, this volcanic stone was employed to make the same kinds of tools as those made from flint. 
By contrast, in the PPNB, obsidian was employed for making a variety of tools in areas only where 
the material was dominant, while in areas where it was rare, small and sharp blades mainly used for 
cutting soft animal tissue were made, using a new pressure flaking techniques (Ibáñez et al. 2015:7). 
This technique ensured a maximum production of standardised tools from the material, a strategy 
advantageous faced with small amounts of material or with a demand for efficient production.  
Through the PPNB and PN, trade increased, trade networks expanded across wider distances, and 
new types of goods such as cowrie shells, natural tar, and obsidian were exchanged (Bar-Yosef & 
Meadow 1995; Byrd 2005:263). This trade points to distinct relationship and interactions between 
communities and hints at social systems which must have been in place to coordinate and clarify 
interactions between them. The implications of this inter-community interaction relate directly to 
this thesis, with its examination of symbolically elaborated material as potential markers of identity 
used to negotiate such interactions. 
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2.7 ARCHITECTURE AND SETTLEMENT ORGANISATION 
2.7.1 DOMESTIC ARCHITECTURE 
Wilson (1988) argued that the transition to village life and, more specifically, the partitioning of 
living spaces within communities by permanent architecture created new social forces based on the 
altering of the role that sight played in society. Wilson contrasted mobile foraging groups, who do 
not typically build significant structures nor conduct many activities behind walls shielded from the 
eyes of others, with sedentary villagers, who do just that (Wilson 1988:57). Ethnographic data and 
cognitive research argue that social regulation within mobile foraging groups is largely dependent on 
the ability of individuals to witness the behaviours of other (Kroot 2014:34), whilst sedentary villages 
would need more complex systems to ensure the same social regulation. Architecture, or the built 
environment, fulfils a variety of social demands, specifically organising, regulating, and delimiting 
contact between individuals and households, especially through the ability to create public, private, 
and communal space (Byrd 1994:643). Changes in social regulation, therefore, would translate 
across into the symbolically elaborated material, in theory. Domestic architecture, regardless of 
style, represents specific social dynamics and intra-community relationships which, in turn, inform 
interpretations of the changes in symbolically elaborated material at this time.  
EPIPALAEOLITHIC 
 
Figure 2.9 Ohalo II, Early Epipalaeolithic plans and reconstructions (Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen 2008: 244) 
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Figure 2.10 Wadi Hammeh Early Epipalaeolithic plans and reconstructions (Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen 
2008: 244) 
Theories regarding the developments of sedentism hinge upon the development of permanent 
architecture. Whilst such structures need not be inhabited permanently, such architectural 
developments are important when considering the significant changes in community interactions. 
Looking at the substantial evidence from the Epipalaeolithic (especially in the southern Levant), 
structures are ﬂimsy, kidney-shaped or sub-oval structures are ca. 3–5 m in diameter, generally 
semi-subterranean (Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen 2008: 242). Hut structures that suggest repeated 
and prolonged occupation are acknowledged at several early sites such as Ohalo II, Wadi Hammeh 
(Figure 2.9 and Figure 2.10), and Eynan (Maher et al. 2012:7). Several scholars have stressed the 
symbolic importance of early houses as homes and centres of both ritual and family. Symbolic 
associations between houses and ritual/symbolic practices are fairly clearly demonstrated in the 
Natufian with the interment of the dead beneath house floors at Eynan and Hayonim Cave (Maher 
et al. 2012:7). 
PPNA 
During the transition from the Epipalaeolithic to PPNA, site size increased throughout the region. 
The size of the largest Levantine sites, for example, increased between two and six-fold and their 
population reached c. 375–450 people or more (Berezkin 1994:6). Residential PPNA architecture in 
the Southern Levant displays much continuity from the Epipalaeolithic, with discrete semi-
subterranean, oval structures of various sizes (Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen 2008:254). These 
houses seem to share courtyard space for production activities and practising joint cooking and food 
consumption (Steadman 2004:537). There is also dramatically expanded development of food 
storage at this time, as compared with the Early and Late Natufian periods. New archaeological work 
at the PPNA site of Wadi Faynan 16 for example, reveals clear evidence for large-scale storage in 
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sophisticated, purpose-built granaries before the domestication of plants (Kuijt & Finlayson 
2009:10966). It appears that intensified intra-community organisation of space occurred hand in 
hand with decreased residential mobility (Kuijt & Goodale 2009:405).  
 
Figure 2.11 Wadi Faynan 16 schematic plan showing pisé architecture (grey) and highlighting principal 
buildings (black) (Finlayson et al. 2011:8184) 
PPNB 
With increasing dependence on agriculture, the residential unit became prevalent, with nuclear 
families occupying separate houses with internal storage facilities. The implication is that the risks 
and rewards of agriculture shifted from the level of the group to the level of the nuclear household 
(Bogaard 2015:124). This is valid for many PPNB sites where the basic architectural is based on 
quadrilateral units, often with multiple cells (Figure 2.13). 
Using the three phases of Beidha as an example, we see clear shifts from early PPNB oval to late 
PPNB rectangular shaped buildings (Figure 2.14) and perhaps multi-story ones (Kuijt et al. 2011:505). 
These houses are believed to have been occupied by nuclear families, and their essential similarity 
testifies to a roughly egalitarian form of social organisation (Twiss 2007:29). Some authors suggest 
that the Neolithic household change reflects an overall shift from nuclear family to extended family 
households. Such a shift would reduce the need to share with less-productive neighbours and 
community members while simultaneously providing a means under which select individuals or 
families could benefit from hard work (Kuijt et al. 2011:504).  
Indisputable evidence for PPNB food storage comes from the remains of storage bins located inside 
and outside of structures. The excavations of Yiftahel recovered the well-preserved archaeological 
remains of a mud storage feature placed in the corner of a room (Kuijt 2008a:301). This can also be 
seen at Sabi Abyad in the so-called Burnt Village of level 6 (Verhoeven 2000b:47).  
A particularly fascinating example of adaptive architecture is seen at Çayönü Tepesi, where several 
phases of settlement are attested (Figure 2.12). Here houses are rebuilt in the same positions as 
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their predecessors as seen in the sub-phase of the grill plan buildings (Schirmer 1990:370). These 
settled people needed a dry floor for their houses in the cold wet season, which led to the 
development of the grill type of platform with ventilation channels (Schirmer 1990:385).  
 
Figure 2.12 Çayönü Grill-plan buildings shown in an axono-metric projection (Schirmer 1990:371) 
 
Figure 2.13 Changing architectural systems in Southern Levantine PPNA and PPNB (Kuijt 2008a:297)  
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Figure 2.14 Beidha, comparison between architecture from: a) Earlier MPPNB (Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen 
2008:262); b) Later MPPNB (Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen 2008:263)  
PN 
The division between the PPN and the PN is traditionally marked by the appearance of ceramics, but 
new evidence for experimentation in ceramic vessels, such as those found at Boncuklu, now makes 
this distinction unclear (Baird, pers. comm.). Early PN villages vary in structure. A peculiar site when 
discussing settlement structure and architecture is Çatalhöyük. The long-term reuse of structures, 
with rebuilding of structures on top of each other, is clearly indicative of continuity and stability 
(Kuijt et al. 2011:508) and high level of uniformity in house size, contents, and orientation that may 
suggest the inhabitants practiced "cultural egalitarianism" (Steadman 2004:542). Confronted with 
the spectacular finds of wall paintings (Figure 2.15), sculptures, bucrania, figurines and cut-out 
reliefs Mellaart introduced the concept of 'shrine' for buildings with large amounts of these 'cultic' 
objects (Mellaart 1965a:205). Recent excavations, however, suggest that these rooms with painted 
walls were simply decorated residences; but a good case can be made that the houses that invested 
more in the construction of long-term memories in these ways were also more socially and ritually 
successful. These houses tended to have more burials and to be more elaborate in terms of internal 
fixtures. 'Shrine' does not seem to be an adequate concept, and instead these acted as central 
buildings that embodied group identities - ‘history houses’ associated with particular families or 
lineages (Hodder & Pels 2010:179). Hodder identifies possible ‘history houses’ empirically, through 
numerous burials, more elaboration and evidence of multiple rebuilds in the same location. Düring 
(2001, 2006) has argued on the basis of a reanalysis of Mellaart’s findings that ritually elaborate 
houses may form the centre of a cluster of houses, but that in the higher levels of the settlement 
(post–Level VI) this clustering seems to decrease (Hodder 2010:180) 
a) b) 
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Figure 2.15 Çatalhöyük shrines: a) restored view of ‘shrine’ E V.10; b) original photograph of ‘mother goddess’ 
plaster relief from ‘shrine’ VII.23 (Asouti 1995:84) 
On the other end of the spectrum are sites like Sha’ar Hagolan. Sha’ar Hagolan had a much lower 
density of residential architecture, with only single-story buildings widely spaced throughout the 
site, resulting in fewer cultural deposits (Kuijt 2008a:298). There is also potential evidence of 
settlement planning, including the introduction of courtyard houses, a street system, and 
infrastructure as well as the construction of a water well. 
 
Figure 2.16 The evolution of settlement organisation in South-West Asia (Ben-Shlomo & Garfinkel 2009:203) 
These two sites have been compared and it is suggested that a settlement plan without streets, such 
as at Çatalhöyük, puts a heavy burden on older people, pregnant women, animals and the transport 
of goods or building materials, and does not seem to be an effective solution for a large and dense 
settlement (Ben-Shlomo & Garfinkel 2009:204). The widely spaced Southern Levantine development 
makes practical sense. Çatalhöyük construction, therefore, represents a ‘dead end’ (Figure 2.16). 
Construction along streets facilitates the daily life of the single domestic unit, mobility within the 
settlement, and the possibility of further modular expansion of the settlement. Streets could also 
have enabled the use of cattle carts and, together with the more efficient human and animal 
mobility, produced an intensification of agricultural activity, more extensive cultivation and further 
development in social complexity (Ben-Shlomo & Garfinkel 2009:201). 
a) b) 
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2.7.2 PUBLIC ARCHITECTURE 
Public architecture represents two important aspects of communal interactions: 
1) The potentially communal organisation of planning and human power required 
constructing the building 
2) The communal use of the building and the implications of the function and purpose of such 
communal action 
Public architecture, therefore, indirectly informs us of large-scale interactions regardless of whether 
those interactions represent religious or political action. They suggest very specific social 
developments requiring communal gathering and cooperation. Such communal architecture is an 
important facet of the interpretation of this thesis. It informs our understanding of the differing 
levels of community organisation and cooperation and points to specific behaviours in potential 
opposition with each other, namely household versus communal systems. The implication of this is 
that different spheres of interaction may affect the symbolically elaborated material under 
investigation here.  
EPIPALAEOLITHIC 
 
Figure 2.17 Eynan early Natufian plan and photos illustrating the probable non-domestic structure, with 
plasters bench, monoliths, hearth etc. (Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen 2008:247) 
The Epipalaeolithic clearly presents us with increased complexity evident in the few instances of 
possible communal areas, an example of is been found at Eynan. Here there is a semi-circular house, 
9 m in diameter and alongside an additional smaller building (see Figure 2.17) with a round bench 
covered with lime plaster, documenting the previously unknown use of pyrotechnology (Price & Bar-
Yosef 2010:151). It certainly it seems larger than the domestic dwellings and would serve as a larger 
gathering place while alternative interpretations of this large house are possible, it seems that it 
served as a special place within the community. 
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PPNA 
The public architecture of the PPNA points to a new emphasis on community-wide cohesion and 
cooperative effort. Such coordination may have accompanied other, practical endeavours, such as 
the clearance and establishment of cultivation plots and hunting of large mammals (Bogaard 
2015:133). There are several examples of communal structures in Southern Levant but they 
specifically dominate in the Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia.  
One example from the Southern Levant is the massive stone wall and tower of Jericho (Figure 2.18) 
which stood approximately 8.5 metres high (Twiss 2007:27). Another is found at Wadi Faynan 16 
(Figure 2.19), where a large structure (O75) has complex internal architecture and decoration. The 
stratigraphy of the internal features and fills indicates multiple replastering events, episodes of 
repair and modification of the structure (Mithen et al. 2011:351)  
In Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia, we have several remarkable public structures, 
examples of which include Hallan Çemi, Jerf el Ahmar (Figure 2.20), and Göbekli Tepe (Figure 2.21). 
At Hallan Çemi, evidence for PPNA ritual comes from semi-subterranean rounded buildings 
(Rosenberg & Redding 2002:44). Within them, there was no clear evidence for domestic activity and 
instead was found valuable imported obsidian and copper ore, as well as evidence of their use 
(Kornienko 2009:83). At PPNA Jerf el Ahmar, a number of large round subterranean buildings were 
equipped with stone benches, engraved friezes and, probably, wall paintings (Verhoeven 2002a:241; 
Watkins 2010:262). The organisation of the constructions (Figure 2.20) indicates a communal project 
which is very clearly discernible at least for the most recent levels of the site (Stordeur 2000:1), and 
similar structures are also found at Mureybet and Tel Abr’ 3 (Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen 
2008:255).  
Architecture at Göbekli Tepe is distinctive, consisting of larger curvilinear (PPNA) and smaller 
rectangular (late Early/early Middle PPNB) structures with megaliths in the form of T-shaped stone 
pillars. The monoliths from the curvilinear structures stand 3 to 5 m high, weigh up to 10 tons and 
have been positioned in a symmetrical arrangement (Peters & Schmidt 2004:182). These pillars also 
have a variety of highly intricate decorated reliefs including snakes, foxes, wild boar, cattle, gazelle, 
wild ass, lion, scorpions, spiders, water birds, and centipedes. Göbekli is unique in that is has been 
interpreted as a site devoid of domestic architecture. This is, however, debatable considering the 
substantial evidence for small rectangular buildings found adjacent to the enclosures which have 
rarely been mentioned in publication (Figure 2.21). None the less, the excavator’s interpretations 
consider this site to be a convergence point for distinct hunter-gatherer groups, normally spread 
across the region, to aggregate for specific and important rituals. There is a parallel to these ideas in 
the hunters of the American West though admittedly far removed in time and culture, where 
hunters congregated in camps that included hundreds of household units during the late summer 
when the bison was in their prime (Hole 2005:31).  
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Göbekli has been the focus of a great deal of recent research, and as a consequence Gebel 
(2013:39), for one, is strongly against a ‘Göbeklisation’ of Neolithic research. Increasingly different 
regional Neolithic developments are seen with reference to the record from Upper Mesopotamia 
and certainly many models of PPNA symbolic systems which are developed with Göbekli in mind fail 
if applied to more informal symbolic systems such as the PPNB cultures in the Southern Levant 
(Gebel 2013:39). But the data from across the region of these elaborate public buildings does point 
to very specific patterns of social behaviour. 
 
Figure 2.18 Jericho PPNA section and photo of tower and wall (Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen 2008:256) 
 
Figure 2.19 Wadi Faynan 16: a) schematic plans of structures (Mithen et al. 2011:355); b) Incised wave 
decoration on the pisé-face of the ‘bench’ located on the south-west side of Structure O75 (Mithen et al. 
2011:359) 
  
Figure 2.20: Jerf el-Ahmar Village II/west arranged in an arc around the communal building (Stordeur 2000:3) 
a) b) 
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 Figure 2.21 Göbekli Tepe schematic map of the main excavation, on the southern slope and the western 
hilltop, highlighting the potential small domestic structures: rectangular structures from level IIA in the red 
squares, and curvilinear structures from level II/III in the blue square (Schmidt 2010a:240:97) 
PPNB 
Archaeological excavations of PPNB sites have yielded spectacular remains, with evidence of 
population agglomeration, standardisation of domestic architecture, a huge variety of symbolic 
material and communal strategies of mortuary practice. That said, there are fewer public structures 
in this period (less elaborate and smaller in size) alongside a shift of ritual into the private space, as 
described below.  
The site of Çayönü has many examples of public buildings (Figure 2.22): Skull Building (Early PPNB, 
Middle PPNB), Flagstone Building (Early PPNB, Middle PPNB?), Terrazzo Building (Late PPNB), Bench 
Building (Middle PPNB), and Building BL (Middle PPNB) (Verhoeven 2002a:239). These are 
remarkable as they are rebuilt in the same location. The Skull Building, as one example, was rebuilt 
several times. On the floor of the original building human skulls had been deposited, and in two pits 
many human skeletons were found, in one case accompanied by aurochs skulls and horns. In small 
cellars of later phases, skulls and other human bones have been found. In the rooms a total of 49 
burnt human skulls were found, which from their position seem to have fallen from shelves 
(Verhoeven 2002a:239). They also have massive stone benches set against the walls along with 
labour-intensive paving and the erection of monolithic stelae (Kornienko 2009:85-88). Similar 
buildings can be found at Nevali Çori (Figure 2.22) whose layout and inventory is wholly different 
from the domestic buildings located in the north-western part of the terrace and is marked by 
terrazzo floors, internal benches, niches and large anthropomorphic T-shaped stelae (Verhoeven 
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2002a:239). Whilst the purpose of these buildings are uncertain, it is clear they served some social 
or ritualistic function. 
 
Figure 2.22 Unique structures at a) Çayönü: 1a-c. Skull Building, 2. Terrazzo Floor Building, 3. Flagstone 
Building; b) Nevali Çori Cult Buildings: a. general view of Cult Building II, b. axonometric reconstruction of Cult 
Building II, c. general view of Cult Building III, d. axonometric reconstruction of Cult Building III (Kornienko 
2009:86-7) 
PN 
With the transition of PPNB into PN, it appears that these communal structures and communal 
behaviours, potentially used to enforce community cohesion, were now much more limited. These 
systems disappeared and instead of the communal rituals, it seems that the household was the main 
organisational unit, with the social organisation on the community level being of a modest nature 
(Verhoeven 2002b:11). Instead, ritual moves more firmly into a domestic space, as already discussed 
with the impressive ‘history houses’ of Çatalhöyük. Another example includes the complex, 
communal, mortuary/abandonment ritual which has been reconstructed for the "Burnt Village" at 
PN Tell Sabi Abyad I, mainly on the basis of extremely favourable preservation circumstances 
(Verhoeven 2002b:7). 
2.8 MORTUARY PRACTICE (AS EVIDENCE FOR SOCIAL STRATIFICATION) 
Mortuary practice functions as a reflection of formalised social structure. Depending upon the 
cultural and temporal context, mortuary ritual can serve as a device of powerful social regulation 
and a consolidator (Kuijt 2001:81). Analysing the mortuary evidence can help clarify how ritual 
practice masked social differentiation. New ritual behaviours, especially those associated with burial 
activities, could have played an important role in reinforcing shifting ideologies associated with the 
adoption of new economic strategies (Munro & Grosman 2010:15365). Mortuary rituals, specifically 
a) b) 
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secondary mortuary practices with the socially sanctioned removal of all or some parts of the 
deceased, are powerful means of social integration during periods of social, economic, or 
environmental change (Kuijt 1996:313). Equally, in later periods, changes in practices could have 
enabled and reinforced household autonomy and social segmentation, mirroring the architectural 
evidence already discussed (Kuijt et al. 2011:502). Mortuary practice acts as a cross-reference for 
the interpretations within this thesis. It cannot directly inform upon changes in social organisation, 
due to potential intentional masking, but changes in mortuary practice certainly do mirror social 
change on some level and, therefore, act to highlight such significant shifts.  
2.8.1 EPIPALAEOLITHIC  
The rarity of human remains from Upper Palaeolithic and Early Epipalaeolithic contexts has, to date, 
prevented a fuller examination and discussion of human burial practices (Richter et al. 2010:321). It 
has been argued that this absence may relate to taphonomic and preservational factors which may, 
in turn, be related to the burial practices themselves. For example, exposure of corpses to the 
elements is a relatively common ethnographically and archaeologically documented practice 
amongst many societies around the world (Richter et al. 2010:329).  
Many significant changes in mortuary behaviour apparently correspond to the later part of the 
Epipalaeolithic, specifically Late Natufian in the Southern Levant, with the appearance of formalised 
cemeteries in areas clearly designated as burial grounds. This has been interpreted as reflecting the 
increasing individual sense of “belonging” to specific localities and communities (Goring-Morris & 
Belfer-Cohen 2011:S200). These burials document a wide variety of mortuary practices, with 
treatments of the dead including stone and organic burial containers and installations, worked stone 
and bone grave goods and, notably, animal inclusions such as early domesticated dog (Maher et al. 
2011:1). In addition to these cemeteries, two different, yet potentially interrelated, mortuary 
practices also appear secondary burial of entire skeletons and secondary skull removal from primary 
burials (Kuijt 1996:327). However, the reasons for and timing of the first appearance of secondary 
mortuary practices continue to be a subject of debate and such practices are more prevalent in the 
PPNA.  
2.8.2 PPNA 
PPNA mortuary practice is represented by more systematic burial, and this standardisation in 
mortuary practices is echoed through the standardisation of residential architecture with very little 
variation in shape, size, or organisation of structures. This seems to be related to increased social 
control within communities (Kuijt 1996:328). The development of unelaborated group graves in the 
PPNA has often been interpreted as the result of a shift of social relations after the Epipalaeolithic, 
and a coalescing of large populations resulting in standardisation of ritual to mask social tension 
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(Pearson et al. 2013:181; Verhoeven 2002a:245). Grave goods, such as dentalium, bone beads, 
pendants, or fox teeth, occur relatively frequently among Early Natufian burials, but very rarely (if 
ever) in Late Natufian and PPNA period occupation horizons. Kuijt interpreted the development of 
social prohibitions for the burial of goods with the dead as an intentional attempt to deemphasize 
social differences and identity (Kuijt 1996:326). 
Secondary burial practices, however, continue. Indeed, the formalised removal of crania as part of a 
secondary mortuary ritual can be seen throughout the region, such as at Jericho and Netiv Hagdud 
for example (Rollefson, Schmandt-Besserat & Rose 1998:101). Initially, the dead were buried 
beneath plaster house floors. After the body decomposed, the skull, or, at least, the cranium 
without the mandible, was removed. Interestingly, many of these skulls and crania have been found 
archaeologically grouped together, and these caches contained skulls and crania that had been 
painted and/or plastered (Bonogofsky 2003:1). This custom developed to become one of the 
features of the PPNB (Kanjou 2010:33; Price & Bar-Yosef 2010:154). 
2.8.3 PPNB 
Elaborate mortuary practice is common in the PPNB, however, there is neither scope for discussing 
PPNB mortuary practice in detail, nor presenting the vast range of evidence and variation (for a few 
examples of summary and discussion see Croucher 2012; Goring-Morris & Belfer-Cohen 2014; Kuijt 
2001). Instead, I offer only a few remarkable examples of elaborate mortuary ritual prevalent at the 
time so as to set the scene for the discussions below.  
In the southern Levant, PPNB ritual practices involved post-mortem cranial removal, skull caching, 
baked clay human figurines, animal figurines, modified human skulls, stone masks, and plaster 
anthropomorphic statues. In the Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia, sites also show 
evidence of complex funerary practices focused on skulls and symbolic statuary (Fletcher, Pearson & 
Ambers 2008:310). An example is Kfar HaHoresh, which appears to be the first PPNB cemetery in the 
southern Levant (Horwitz & Goring-Morris 2004:165). In several instances, the excavators have 
interpreted human bones to have been arranged to form specific patterns or images (see Figure 
2.24). Another unique and highly interesting burial was recently uncovered at Çatalhöyük, which is 
well known for its elaborate animal symbolism. Sheep are the most abundant animal in the faunal 
assemblage at the site, but they are virtually absent in the decorated material and architecture. 
Thus, it is striking that the first and so far only animal burial found at Çatalhöyük is a lamb (see 
Figure 2.23). Not only was this lamb alongside a human, in a similar style (in a pit dug through a 
house floor), in a sharp departure from usual human burial practice at the site (Russell & Düring 
2006:73).  
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At some settlements, both individual and collective burials were made in buildings built exclusively 
as a place for the dead. One example is the “skull building” at Çayönü, where 394 skeletons and 
some isolated skulls were found (Guerrero et al. 2009:382). One of the most remarkable practices 
was the spectacular remodelling of facial features on the removed skulls and examples have been 
reported from several sites such as Tel Ramad and Tel Aswad in Syria; Jericho, Nahal Hemar, Kfar 
HaHoresh, Beisamoun in Israel; and Ain Ghazal in Jordan. Recent similar discoveries during the 
excavations in Çatalhöyük and Köşk Höyük allow us to infer that skull plastering extended beyond 
the Levant and into Anatolia (Gopher & Hershkovitz 1988:123; Goren, Goring-Morris & Segal 
2001:672; Özbek 2009:379; Rollefson, Schmandt-Besserat & Rose 1998:102). Information derived 
from the plastered skulls does not support claims that age or sex were consistent factors in the 
selection of skulls for special treatment. The skulls of both young and old males are included among 
the plastered skulls, but so too are the skulls of females and children (Bonogofsky 2003:8; Marchand 
2011). Aspects of these multistage secondary mortuary practices would have been planned in 
advance, likely held in conjunction by multiple households as part of a community festivities and as 
such require extraordinary levels of involvement (Marchand 2011).  
There are two possible explanations for this practice – both with far reaching implications. Either, 
the dead and authority of the ancestors served as tools and mechanisms for accumulating power in 
the hands of those controlling ritual (Orrelle & Gopher 2002:305), or they were used in social 
integration, for the creation of social memories and assertion of group identities played an 
important role in the formation of these early agricultural communities (Chesson 2001:3). 
Collectively these patterns represent a complex web of interaction involving ritual knowledge, 
imagery, mortuary practices, and the creation of intergenerational memory and structures of 
authority (Kuijt 2008b:171) 
 
Figure 2.23 Çatalhöyük: a) Reconstruction of the lamb burial at Çatalhöyük (Russell & Düring 2006:79); b) 
Modelled skull from Jericho (Goren, Goring-Morris & Segal 2001:676); c) Modelled skull from Beisamoun 
(Goren, Goring-Morris & Segal 2001:676) 
a) b) c) 
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Figure 2.24 Kfar HaHoresh: a) Drawing of the animal depiction from Locus 1155; b) Photograph of the face 
and forelimb of the depiction (Horwitz & Goring-Morris 2004:169) 
2.8.4 PN 
The picture for the PN mortuary ritual is totally different from the preceding periods. Indeed, 
dramatic indications for ritual such as found in the PPNB, and to a lesser extent in the PPNA, are 
almost absent. The custom of skull removal almost disappeared in the PN, along with the custom of 
skull treatment (e.g., modelling, deformation), as did burials under lime-plaster surfaces (Galili et al. 
2005:16). By contrast, group burials in PN are mainly primary and limited to three individuals at the 
most. Burial becomes personal, and less about social integration. The family becomes the key unit, a 
theme which is mirrored in the discussion above in relation to the development of domestic 
architecture in this period.  
2.9 SYMBOLS AND SYMBOLIC SYSTEMS 
It is thought that, since sedentary people share settlements and territories with other, not 
immediately related people, the need arises for a mechanism with which to create a sense of group 
loyalty (Belfer-Cohen & Bar-Yosef 2002:25). Ornaments, decorative elements, and other 
manifestations of artistic activity may be considered indicators of this intensive social interaction 
(Belfer-Cohen 1991:178). This thesis considers the significance of such symbolically elaborated 
material, but first this section introduces this material more broadly.  
2.9.1 PALAEOLITHIC 
For at least 100,000 years, people have produced art as a means of social interaction, to form 
alliances, to establish territories, to express themselves, to practice their religions, and to broadcast 
important information  (MacDonald 2014:6417). First attested examples appear at Blombos Cave, 
South Africa, with evidence for the use of ochre-based pigments and shell ornaments (Wengrow & 
Graeber 2015:2). The explosion of ‘art’ in the European Upper Palaeolithic is an illusion created by 
a) b) 
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the arrival of Homo sapiens with a far longer prehistory of symbolic representation in Africa 
(Watkins 2013b:5). Whilst a great deal of research has focused on cave ‘art’ (especially cave painting 
at sites like Lascaux and Altamira) as the ‘origins’ of symbolic behaviour; in reality, three-dimensional 
animal and human sculptures, engraved and painted blocks, and simple ‘nonfigurative’ motifs 
appeared at least 15,000 years before the first cave was painted (White 1992:538).  
  
Figure 2.25 Palaeolithic rock engravings: a) 1-2. Rock engravings from Palanlı Cave, 3. Kahn-I Melkan and 
That-I Melkhan; b) Rock painting from Latmos showing geometric motifs and figures (Sagona & Zimansky 
2009); c) Rock face engraving from Çamlı, in the Kars province (Sagona & Zimansky 2009) 
 
Though data from South-West Asia is comparatively limited to its European and African 
counterparts, examples of Palaeolithic symbolic material show clear similarities to the material that 
follows. Examples of symbolically elaborated material from South-West Asia in the Palaeolithic 
include linear rock engravings in caves of Mount Carmel (Bar-Yosef & Belfer-Cohen 1981), alongside 
rock art from Palanlı Cave, Kahn-I Melkan, Çamlı , That-I Melkhan, Tekerlek Dağı (Figure 2.25), the 
and ancient mount Latmos in western Anatolia (Sagona & Zimansky 2009:27). The art from Latmos 
clearly belongs to a different tradition, as there are no engravings or carvings. Instead, stylised 
human figures are interspersed with what appear to be reptiles and geometric motifs in red paint. 
The anthropomorphic figures have t-shaped or M-shaped heads, and their arms are often raised 
(Sagona & Zimansky 2009). 
 
Figure 2.26 Palaeolithic incised stone from: a) the Aurignacian at Hayonim Cave (Bar-Yosef & Belfer-Cohen 
1981:35); b) the Middle Palaeolithic at the Golan Heights (Marshack 1996:357); c) the Aurignacian at Hayonim 
Cave (Bar-Yosef & Belfer-Cohen 1981:33)  
a) b) c) 
a) b) c) 
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Portable decorated items are found in the Aurignacian levels of Hayonim Cave (Bar-Yosef & Belfer-
Cohen 1981), the Kebaran site of Urkan e-Rubb IIa, as well as on the Golan Heights near the village 
of Quneitra (Figure 2.26). The latter has clear evidence for a planned sequence of categorising 
strokes and a continuing sequence of changing right and left-hand behaviours (Marshack 1996:359). 
In addition to stones, more than 50 pieces of incised carved animal bone have been found at 
Kharaneh IV. They are remarkably similar to contemporary finds at Ksar Akil, Saaide, Ohalo II, and 
even Upper Palaeolithic sites in Europe (Maher, Richter & Stock 2012:74). The symbolic material of 
the Epipalaeolithic and Neolithic emerged from an already established system.  
2.9.2 EPIPALAEOLITHIC  
Elaborate behaviour in the Epipalaeolithic (Figure 2.27) is evident not only in the manufacture of 
figurines, but also in the decoration of utilitarian items such as decorated grooved stones, stone 
vessels, sickle hafts, and handles etc. (Belfer-Cohen & Bar-Yosef 2002:25). Alongside these decorated 
items were a large number of beads used in personal adornment (Chapter 9 - Figure 9.1). A large 
variety of marine molluscs, in particular, were used for fabricating decorations such as headdresses, 
necklaces, belts and so forth. The dentalium shell headdress from El Wad (Chapter 9 - Figure 9.2) is 
particularly striking. This use of personal adornments has often been used as an example of a 
greater symbolic mechanism, but they also indicate emerging trade networks (Bar-Yosef 1983:22). 
We do not know how the individual defined her/himself within their community but it is worth 
considering that there might have been a need for more markers of identity within these more 
socially complex contexts (Belfer-Cohen & Goring-Morris 2011:S212) 
 
Figure 2.27 Decorated utilitarian items: a) 2. Large slab with engraved meander and square patterns Wadi 
Hammeh 27, 4. Basalt shaft straightener Nahal Oren Catalogue No. 22, 5- 6. Decorated basalt mortars 
Shukbah and Ain Mallaha (Bar-Yosef 1997:172); b) 1,4. Decorated sickle hafts Kebarah and El Wad, 2. Gazelle 
head Nahal Oren, 3. Human head El Wad, 5. Human torso Ain Mallaha, 6. A couple engaged in intercourse Ain 
Sakhri, 7. Schematic human head Ain Mallaha, 8. Schematic human El Wad, 9. double figurine Nahal Oren, 
ungulate and human head (Bar-Yosef 1997:170) 
a) b) 
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2.9.3 PPNA 
For a long time, research suggested that there is little evidence of PPNA art (Bar-Yosef 1992:20) in 
contrast to the elaborate Epipalaeolithic and the ‘symbolic revolution’ of the PPNB. New research 
has now shown this was simply an excavation bias, which has been recently corrected. An 
impressive range of evidence emerges from sites already discussed above in relation to their public 
buildings: Wadi Faynan 16 (Mithen et al. 2011), Hallan Çemi (Rosenberg & Redding 2002), Jerf el 
Ahmar (Verhoeven 2002a; Watkins 2010), and Göbekli Tepe (Peters & Schmidt 2004). Indeed, these 
sites alone prove that the PPNA has a rich repertoire of symbolic behaviour. Sites such as Jerf el 
Ahmar and Wadi Faynan also have an impressive range of small pieces of symbolically elaborated 
material (Figure 2.28) 
 
Figure 2.28 Decorated stone artefacts from a) 1-3. Jerf el Ahmar (Stordeur & Abbès 2002:288); b) Wadi 
Faynan 16A, SF82 (Finlayson et al. 2009) 
2.9.4 PPNB 
 
Figure 2.29 PPNB figurines and plaster statues: a) 1. Male figurine from Cafer Höyük, 2. Female figurine from 
Çayönü, 3. Female figurine from Çayönü, 4. Human figurine from Ramad, 5. Female figurine from Cafer Höyük, 
6. Male figurine from Munhata, 7. Female figurine from Munhata, 8. Plaster statues from ‘Ain Ghazal, 9. 
Female figurine from ‘Ain Ghazal, 10. plaster statues from Jericho (Bar-Yosef 1997:174); b) animal figurines 
from Ain Ghazal (Twiss 2007:27) 
a) b) 
a) b) 
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Due to extensive excavation in this period, it is unsurprising that that the PPNB artistic repertoire is 
quite extensive, including not only stone, clay, and bone figurines (Figure 2.29), but also stone 
masks, plaster busts and statues and even extends to mortuary rituals where skulls were plastered 
and painted (Rollefson, Kafafi & Simmons 1992:466). The repertoire is very similar to the preceding 
PPNA, but the larger assemblage makes this period far more impressive in the density of artefacts.  
2.9.5 PN 
From the end of the PPNB, a new village system emerged; a crucial period in which the foundations 
were laid for the development of complex society and urban civilisations. The lithics, architecture, 
and mortuary practices of the PN are, on average, less complex than those of the PPN, but it should 
not be seen as a regression. Sha’ar Hagolan, for example, has a rich artistic assemblage and 
architecture which demonstrates continued social complexity, and the contemporaneous PN sites 
appear to have been linked in an intricate regional interaction sphere (Twiss 2007:33). PN 
Çatalhöyük also has an immense repertoire of symbolically elaborated material. While evidence for 
communal ritual is scarce, there seems to be evidence which indicates a domestic, secluded, private 
kind of ritual space, probably related to individuals and households. It is thought that perhaps the 
decorated pottery which emerged at this time replaced other modes of ritual behaviour, where the 
use of art and the interpretation of style enhanced group maintenance by ‘visualising the 
behavioural norms of a group and an individual’s conforming’ while also highlighting social 
differentiation within and between groups (Verhoeven 2002a:10). 
2.10 CONCLUSIONS 
What is evident from the data presented here, is that the social and subsistence changes associated 
with the Neolithic are far more complex than often described. Different strategies and adaptations 
were adopted by neighbouring communities as well as those across unique regional contexts. The 
changes described here, whilst appearing to be linear, are more accurately considered to have been 
in constant flux. Increased population, sedentary behaviours, and changes in architecture, 
manipulation of mortuary practices, symbolic behaviour, a wide range of symbolically elaborated 
material, adoption of new subsistence strategies are all regionally unique.  
My thesis hopes to assess many of the theories presented in this chapter regarding the causes of this 
social and economic change, and every facet of Neolithic behaviour informs that assessment. 
Landscape and environment set the stage and delimit the natural boundaries of interaction. 
Evidence for climate change considers external factors which may have instigated adaptation and 
change. Sedentary behaviour results in very specific social and territorial consequences. Subsistence 
changes not only alters diet, but more significantly imposes changes on landscape perceptions, 
concepts of ownership, the value of household cooperation, the need for storage, and the 
72 
 
implications of shared or private storage etc. All this greatly affects social organisation and 
interaction. Furthermore, these tangible changes in social organisation are manifests in domestic 
architecture, communal projects and structures, and in mortuary practice (despite potential 
masking). Interlinking all these facets, is the symbolically elaborated material culture under 
investigation here.  
An overarching pattern is clear: an increase in sedentary behaviour and changes in subsistence 
strategies seemingly coincided with dramatic changes in social relationships and strategies resulting 
in a measurable change in elaborate symbolic material. It is the implications of the correlation 
between these changes which this investigation will attempt to unravel; to test current theories 
regarding the cause and consequence of the dramatic changes seen in the Neolithic and establish 
the factors involved in the florescence of ‘art’. 
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CHAPTER 3 -  APPROACHES TO ART 
AND MATERIAL CULTURE 
My research examines the florescence of symbolically elaborated materials, or art, witnessed with 
the appearance of the first sedentary village farming communities in Anatolia and the Levant, and 
examining the role of that symbolic behaviour in relation to the social changes that may relate to the 
appearance of sedentism and farming. In order to assess this behaviour, I need to substantiate the 
fundamentals of my approach. To do this I will: 
1. Deconstruct the term art and consider the validity of this term in a prehistoric context 
2. Consider the psychological necessity of symbolic behaviour and the evidence for this  
3. Present the history theorising symbolic behaviour 
4. Consider these approaches to material culture to inform the methodology used in this 
study 
3.1 DECONSTRUCTING ART  
The study of early art has been plagued by the desire to see this essentially human skill in a 
progressive evolutionary context: simple artistic expressions should lead to later, more sophisticated 
creations. We imagine that the first artists worked with a small range of materials and techniques, 
and produced a limited range of representations of the world around them. Yet for many outlets of 
artistic expression — cave paintings, textiles, ceramics and musical instruments — the evidence 
increasingly refuses to fit. Instead of a gradual evolution of skills, the first modern humans were in 
fact astonishingly precocious artists (Sinclair 2003:774). 
Remarkably, the desirability and utility of art are treated as self-evident. An early school of thought 
suggested that art was “discovered” through conceiving that lines and objects could stand for things, 
art spread rapidly because of its value. This view is similar to the old notion that plant and animal 
domestication were so unquestionably useful, that we need not explore why they came about, only 
how (White 1992:539). But this reliance on this apparent universal concept of art is problematic. As 
a result, writings of the ‘origins of art’ usually end up speculating about the process by which art 
(almost always conceived as graphic depiction) was ‘discovered,’ rather than illuminating the 
broader social and technological thought processes behind it (White 1992:538). 
These interpretations no doubt stem from the difficulty in even defining art. The imprecise boundary 
between art and non-art often appears to shift according to fashion and ideology (Layton 1991:4). 
The term “art” in English indicates a conventional category that can refer to almost any patterned 
74 
 
application of skill: from cooking to public speaking. Historically, paintings, sculpture, music, 
literature, and poetry have been distinguished as ‘fine arts’ (Firth 1992:4). These fine arts are what is 
considered art today and herein lies the problem when discussing prehistoric material culture.  
The great individuality and freedom of expression that typifies contemporary western art would not 
be acceptable in small-scale hunter-gatherer societies such as those of the !Kung of the Kalahari or 
the Aborigines of Arnhem Land, northern Australia. Among these communities, the role of art and of 
artists seems instead to communicate the shared beliefs and values that give the group, and 
individuals within the group, an identity (Barham 2004:107). That is not to say that in these societies 
there are no individuals with aesthetic sensibilities, but rather their concept of art is hard to 
disentangle from notions of technical skill on the one hand and mystic knowledge and control on the 
other. Firth (1992) provides concise examples for this lack of art. When Firth asked an Igala 
tribesman, an ethnic group of Nigeria, to carefully scrutinise a mask, the tribesmen issued his 
critique in two words: one identified the mask type whilst the other indicated that it was well done 
(Firth 1992:24). There was no aesthetic judgement, it served a different purpose outside of the 
aesthetic and was well made for that purpose. That is all that mattered.  
The equally troubling second assumption behind the term art is this idea that somehow if carvings or 
pictures look like what they depict then they can be ‘read’ by members of alien cultures. Layton 
(1991) presents an example from the Lega people (or Warega), an ethnic group of the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, who have a common representation of the woman with the distended belly 
(Figure 3.1). Those who have seen examples in museums or art galleries have frequently interpreted 
her as the product of a fertility cult. However, this is far from her true purpose. Instead, she is a 
warning against committing adultery while pregnant (Layton 1991:23). This is an excellent example 
of an object, elevated to the status of art by us (an unrelated and observing culture), cleansed of its 
social and cultural context, and judged only by the response that it is now capable of evoking in us.  
 
Figure 3.1 Lega carving of Wayinda, the pregnant woman who committed adultery (Layton 1991:23) 
This is rooted in a disregard of context (Tomásková 1997:270). Economic systems, social structure, 
material manifestations of ideology: all are integral to the structural web that defines societies 
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(González Morales 1997:190). Without context, without the structures within which it was formed, 
material culture becomes meaningless and incomprehensible. Similar objects and ornaments found 
in different contexts, but within the same cultural setting, may carry completely different social 
meanings (Kleppe 1991:197). “Like all material culture and human behaviour, art is a form of 
communication, a material manifestation of ideas held collectively and expressed individually by 
different members of a community, a concrete expression of abstract ideas serving the purpose of 
transmitting fundamental concepts and values within a society” (Shanks & Tilley 1992:150).  
By this definition, art is no longer art (at least not in the prehistoric context). It cannot be both a 
form of communication (embedded within economic systems whilst functioning as an expression of 
ideas within a social context) whilst at the same time interpreted based only on its aesthetic 
evocation (devoid of context or function). Hunter-gatherers of the past were painting and carving, 
but they were not producing art. We are right to admire their skill; like all skills, they are acquired 
through practice and training within an environment. But they are not “culturally specific dialects of 
a natural evolved and developmentally reconstituted ‘capacity for art’” (Ingold 2000:131). That is a 
modern western notion. This is my deconstruction of art: Prehistoric art did not exist, prehistoric 
symbolic behaviour did. 
3.2 THEORETICAL APPROACHES USED TO DECIPHER SYMBOLIC BEHAVIOUR 
Understanding the evolutionary need for symbolic behaviour leads us to the theoretical approaches 
used to define and understand these behaviours. These approaches are based upon far larger 
movements of thought within archaeology itself, not only in the methods of examining material 
culture but methods in scrutinising archaeological practice as well.  
3.2.1 PROCESSUALISM  
The model of science adopted by New or Processual archaeology was the one current in the 1950s, 
and in broad terms reflected an effort to make traditional archaeology into a scientific anthropology 
(Whitley 1998:3). Processual archaeology’s main points included an interest in systems theories, 
where a system was defined as a group of interacting parts and the relative influence of these parts 
followed rules which, once formulated could be used to describe the system no matter what the 
actual components were. Archaeologist Kent Flannery (1968) did some very important and 
pioneering work in this field in his paper Archaeological Systems Theory and Early Mesoamerica. 
Systems theory allowed archaeologists to treat culture as just another natural system that could be 
explained in mathematical terms. 
This approach considered cultural changes as driven by evolutionary ‘processes’ in cultural 
development, which will be adaptive relative to the environment and, therefore, be scientifically 
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predictable. Cultures were then measured and defined by their material culture, changes occur 
through diffusion and interaction with other cultures, and new developments are driven by 
evolutionary processes (Jones 2007:73). In this structural-functionalism society is considered 
structured or organised in a fashion analogous to an organism: all parts (like the organs in your 
body) work together towards the good of the whole.  
One can understand the logic of this approach. From the point of view of a user, an object, if it is to 
be selected for the manufacture or use must satisfy a number of criteria: it appropriate for its 
intended function, it must be within the ‘budget’ of the group, etc. But the ideological and symbolic 
associations of the object are also central to whether it will be considered desirable, valuable and 
ultimately used (Lillios 1999:182). The Processual model makes it difficult to account for such 
symbolic behaviour within the system.  
3.2.2 POST-PROCESSUALISM 
The criticisms of Processual archaeology resulted in various attempts to recombine the notions of 
function and symbolism in new forms of archaeological practice. But in reality, the label ‘post-
processual’ says nothing about what it stands for, other than a relative position in respect of 
processual archaeology (Shanks & Hodder 2007:70). The objective of Post-Processual archaeology is 
the same as interpretive anthropology in general: to confront the question of meaning. Culture is no 
longer viewed simply as a device for adaptation or as a unit of cultural information, or in the form of 
the artefact: but in the arrangement of those artefacts (Jones 2007:77). Hodder, for example, argued 
that it is possible to view material culture as part of cultural expression and conceptual meaning, to 
go beyond the immediate physical uses and constraints of objects to the more abstract symbolic 
meanings (Hodder 1992b:10). Jones, in turn, offers a useful metaphor: “rather like geneticists who 
have no interest or understanding of animal physiology or behaviour, and only a passing interest in 
the mechanisms of animal reproduction, any theory which separates out the process of cultural 
transmission from an understanding of the material properties of artefacts and the way those 
material properties are employed in practice to reproduce or transmit cultural ideas is 
unsustainable” (Jones 2007:75).  
But these approaches came with their own backlash and criticisms. Post-Processualism has come to 
be seen by some as anti-science, celebrating subjectivity, the historical particular in place of 
generalisation (Shanks & Hodder 2007:69). In practice, however, it is not Post-Processualism against 
science: scientific method in archaeology is of paramount importance. It is instead Post-
Processualism pitted against Positivism, the idea of scientific absolute truth, generic, and cross-
cultural, without consideration of specific contexts and circumstances. By this definition, the 
research undertaken here falls within the Post-Processual paradigm. A rejection of generic cross-
cultural ‘truth’ in relation to social practice, by the application of scientific method to create a body 
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of data with which to explain and interpret past behaviour in the Neolithic, and disentangle 
economic, social, and symbolic developments. 
3.2.3 SEMIOTICS BY FERDINAND SAUSSURE 
With the new approaches posited in Post-Processual archaeology, some scholars became interested 
in linguistic models, believing that it directly reflects, through symbolism, uniquely human cognitive 
processes a way to ‘read’ the archaeological record as a ‘text’ (Schiffer & Miller 1999:30; Whitley 
1994:257). The ‘father’ of modern linguistics was Ferdinand de Saussure with his dyadic model of 
the ‘sign’ (signifier) and the ‘signified’ (the concept) (Boivin 2008:31), where the relationship 
between the signifier and the signified is entirely arbitrary, simply a matter of convention (Lee 
2005:201; Tilley 1994:185). This idea has been influential in archaeology. The notion that material 
culture meaning is entirely relational, that it is based on relationships within a system, has been 
embraced. However, many observe that material culture as a ‘second order type of writing’ was not 
directly comparable to language, but rather that these symbols may be ‘motivated’ (Boivin 2008:38) 
3.2.4 SEMIOTICS BY CHARLES SANDERS PEIRCE  
According to Peirce (Peirce, Hawthorn & Weiss 1860-1911: V2.308), “nothing is a sign unless it is 
interpreted as a sign”. This interpretation process occurs by relating a sign to familiar systems of 
conventions and, hence, the sign becomes part of an organised collective of interactions and cannot 
exist outside such a collective (Tsotra, Janson & Cecez-Kecmanovic 2004:4211). For Peirce, semiotics 
is the process of communication by any type of sign, a sign being anything that stands for something 
(its object), to somebody (its interpreter), in some respect (its context). Like Saussure, Peirce 
explained sign processes in terms of relations (Mick 1986:198). Peirce, in contrast to Saussure, 
conceived of the sign as a three-part relation:  
 a vehicle that conveys an idea to the mind 
 another idea that interprets the sign  
 an object for which the sign stands 
The sign itself could be envisaged as having three forms:  
 Index (i.e. lightning = thunder)  
 Icon (i.e. outline of aeroplane = airport)  
 Symbol (where like Saussure it is a sign-vehicle that stands for something else, is 
understood as an idea, but is arbitrary and regulated by culture)  
 (Hiraga 1994:6; Jones 2007:18) 
Compare, for example, the colour black, a symbol standing for death, with the sign ‘I’. Black is a 
symbol loaded with a deep but diffuse significance whereas ‘I’ is a sign which stands unequivocally 
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for the number one. Symbols and signs are used differently: symbols help us to conceive and reflect 
on ideas, whereas signs are communication devices bound to action (Schmandt-Besserat 1992:89). 
In another example (Figure 3.2) we have a dustbin (an index), in association with a person (an icon), 
throwing away (a very precise contextual relationship), a swastika (interpretable as an image of a 
sun or a star, or even as a diagram of movement — with people with extreme right wing political 
views) (Farias & Queiroz 2006:294). We recognise this sign to mean ‘get rid of Nazism’, a meaning 
beyond its constituent parts, understood because of our specific social and historical context.  
  
Figure 3.2 An example of symbols used to convey specific meaning, as described by semiotics according to 
Pierce, and in line with metaphorical structuralisation (Farias & Queiroz 2006:295) 
3.2.5 METAPHOR AND STRUCTURALISATION 
Signs, in this model, would have been part of a shared social structure understood by the group and 
the person who produced it would be expressing themselves through structures which already 
existed in the community to which they belonged (Llamazares 1991:242). So, these symbols or 
idioms did not derive their meaning from their contrast with other symbols within a system, as with 
the Semiotic approach, but rather as metaphors, drawing on some inherent connection between 
form and meaning (Boivin 2008:48). As Conkey more succinctly and evocatively states in her 
example: “the form of a horse's hoof is just as much an image of the steppe it treads as the 
impression it leaves is an image of the hoof”  (1982:120). 
As a modem example, graphical metaphors are pervasive throughout our understanding of 
computer systems. Metaphors were adopted because they allowed new users to quickly learn new 
concepts by applying their existing knowledge to the browser interface (Sherson 1999:2). The world 
of the web is the perfect hot house for metaphor development, and the ground has been prepared 
from years of interface design experience and developers have access to well-developed text and 
graphical tools. Even the terminology of the ‘web’ and ‘browser’ are metaphorical and make use of 
metaphor in the way they function. An example of this can be seen in the internet browser: the 
default page or home page appears in the browser when an iconic representation of a ‘house’ is 
clicked; a red coloured icon to stop a page from loading; findings things on a page is represented by 
a magnifying glass (Sherson 1999:4). Looking again at the throwing away of Nazism figure, we now 
see the metaphorical use of pre-existing knowledge and system – culturally set symbols for a person, 
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rubbish bin, and throwing, and our historical and social context in understanding the meaning and 
implication of Nazism. 
However, whilst Peirce’s model of semiotics is more appropriate for understanding representational 
qualities of material culture, there are still problems associated with the application of the 
structuralist method in archaeology. The primary concern is with the failure of structuralism to 
account for either agency or intentionality (Boivin 2008:37). Mick (1986) presents an example of the 
inescapable relationship between signs and agency, by using a modern example of a study by 
Kehret-Ward. Product designs and styles evolve the meaning of already-owned products and the 
perceptions of their owners are altered even though the products themselves and their owners have 
not changed. For instance, the domestic car owner who is perceived as successful, in part, because 
she drives a large automobile may be seen as indulgent or wasteful years later. In response to this 
shift of view, new models of the cars are downsized to emulate imported automobiles and improve 
fuel efficiency. Thus, neither the automobile nor the owner is an autonomous, un-arbitrary sign; 
each is a symbol made meaningful by its distinction from and relationship to competing symbols 
(Mick 1986:203) and these meanings and association change through agency and intentionality.  
3.2.6 AGENCY AND STRUCTURATION  
Shanks and Tilley were among the first archaeologists to explicitly elaborate an agency approach 
within archaeology: “individuals are competent and knowledgeable while at the same time their 
action is situated within unacknowledged conditions and has unintended consequences” (Shanks & 
Tilley 1987:116). They advocated that material culture should not be conceived of as a passive 
reflection of society but rather integral to creating and supporting those relationships. Material 
culture acts back, changing the ways in which they act, think and perceive. It restructures social 
practices, becoming a particularly effective medium through which to legitimate the social order 
(Shanks & Tilley 1992:133). 
One possible form of understanding agency, arguably the dominant form of current archaeological 
thought, is through ‘structuration theory’, a term first coined by the sociologist Anthony Giddens 
(1979). Giddens’ structuration theory proposes that agency and structure are dialectically related 
(Dornan 2002:308), that ‘every social actor knows a great deal about the conditions of reproduction 
of the society of which he or she is a member’ (Giddens 1979:3). Social agents have their own goals 
and select strategies to achieve those goals, but they do so within a social structure. That structure, 
however, is not an external given but is rather constantly coming into being. It is constantly being 
reproduced and renegotiated through the many small actions of individuals and groups and there is 
a tendency for the agents to replicate the structure rather than transform it (Bernbeck 1999:91; 
Johnson 2006:122).  
80 
 
Structure Rules and resources organised as properties of social 
systems. Structure only exists as ‘structural properties’. 
System Reproduced relations between actors or collectivities, 
organised as regular social practice.  
Structuration Conditions governing the continuity or transformation of 
structures, and, therefore, the reproduction of systems. 
Figure 3.3 Connections between the three concepts within structuration (Giddens 1979:66) 
But agency is more than simply individuals exerting their will upon material culture and cultural 
systems. Agency is the material culture itself. Few ideas about the material world have provoked as 
much controversy as the notion that matter may have agency (Boivin 2008:129). We operate in a 
conceptual universe where objects have no independent life, where things have no meaning unless 
meaning is endowed upon them by human agency. But, are we detached from objects in which case 
we act upon them in a disinterested fashion as and when we choose, or are objects attached to us 
and as such are the components of what makes us act (Jones 2007:34)?  
This aspect of agency theory is of particular relevance to archaeologists addressing the symbolic 
dimension of culture because it moves theory away from a concern with what goes on in people’s 
heads. Instead, the focus moves toward a concern with material culture, habits of living, and 
configurations of space as the media for social reproduction (McCall 1999:18). Artefacts ‘speak’ not 
so much because actors created them as ‘texts’ but because they are marked with the gestures and 
habits of their production and use, they are inscribed by the social process involved in their creation, 
employment and abandonment (McCall 1999:18). An example of the adoption of this method can be 
found in an analysis of objects made from animal remains and the roles they played in producing 
and transforming human bodies at the Early Mesolithic site of Star Carr (Conneller 2004). This is the 
standpoint that I take in the research here. Looking not at what the symbols mean as if I were 
merely interpreting a language or code, but rather how they were used for social reproduction and 
address their meaning through their function and agency. 
3.3 COGNITIVE ARCHAEOLOGY - THE PSYCHOLOGICAL EVOLUTION OF 
SYMBOLIC BEHAVIOUR  
Taking a side step away from the theoretical and looking now at our social biology, much research in 
cognitive archaeology could help unravel the Neolithic ‘explosion’ of art. That said, it should be 
remembered that this is only a simple overview of main themes, and not an in-depth discussion of 
evolutionary anthropology, which is beyond the scope or necessity of this study. 
Humans, from very early in our evolution, make sense of the world by producing a symbolic one 
(Soffer & Conkey 1997:4). At the core of these things produced is a brain capable of envisioning the 
world in abstract terms: using symbols for real objects, communicating by means of an oral and 
written language, producing art that was both aesthetic and symbolic (Solso 2003:41). The 
appearance and use of symbolic behaviour are not unique to the Neolithic under study here. 
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Renfrew has argued forcefully that a fully modern mind had emerged by 40,000 years (Renfrew 
2008:2046; Renfrew, Frith & Malafouris 2008:1935). In fact, many of the components of the ‘human 
revolution’ which appear in South-West Asia and Europe 50000 years ago are found in the African 
Middle Stone Age tens of thousands of years earlier. These features include blade and microlithic 
technology, bone tools, increased geographic range, specialised hunting, the use of aquatic 
resources, long distance trade, systematic processing and use of pigment, and art and decoration 
(McBrearty & Brooks 2000:453). Signalling theory suggests that these shifts in technologies over the 
course of the Pleistocene reflect problems in coordinating action and resolving conflicts within 
increasingly large and internally differentiated societies (Kuhn 2014). Although everyone may gain if 
all group members invest in the cooperative goal, attaining such large-scale cooperation is often 
difficult without social mechanisms limiting the potential for some group members to free-ride on 
the efforts of others (Sosis & Alcorta 2003:267). 
However many, including Watkins, instead consider the level of symbolic representation and 
symbolic behaviour from the Neolithic of South-West Asia to be markedly different from what we 
see in the Upper Palaeolithic and earlier. He argues that the Neolithic represents a qualitatively 
different situation, and not simply a greater quantity of the same kind of Upper Palaeolithic things 
(Watkins 2013b:5). So what are we seeing in the Palaeolithic development of modern humans, and 
how does this inform the later behaviour identified in the Neolithic?  
3.3.1 NEUROLOGICAL SOURCE OF MOTIFS AND THE ALTERED STATES OF 
CONSCIOUSNESS 
In the analysis of symbolic systems, one interesting interpretation stands apart. It is not a cognitive 
theory; in so much as it is uniquely focused on the interpretation of symbols and rooted in various 
scientific studies. Unable to place it in a larger framework, I tackle it first. This is the research 
presented by Lewis-Williams and the inescapable neurological source of the motifs found in 
Palaeolithic (and by extension Epipalaeolithic and Neolithic) art.  
For many years, it was believed that early people spotted the outlines of animals in natural markings 
and blotches of colour on cave walls and thus realised they could make pictures even without the 
initial stimulus of these marks (Lewis-Williams 2004a:15). Lewis-William argues that the way in 
which images seem to float on cave walls and ceilings shows them to be disengaged from any kind of 
natural surroundings. He postulates that these are projected mental images, a physical 
representation of images seen in altered states of consciousness and that the images are things in 
themselves, not pictures of what people saw in the countryside (Lewis-Williams 2004a:21). In this 
way, two-dimensional imagery was not invented but rather it was wired into the human brain. 
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If there is, at least, one assumption about the Upper Palaeolithic that we can make confidently, it is 
that ‘altered’ consciousness and ‘madness’ were defined and accommodated differently from the 
ways in which they are defined and accommodated in our own Western society (Lewis-Williams 
1997:812). ‘Altered’ states of consciousness imply that there is ‘ordinary consciousness’ that is 
considered genuine and good, as opposed to perverted or ‘altered’ states. We need to acknowledge 
that, especially in prehistory, all parts of the spectrum are equally genuine (Lewis-Williams 
2002:125). Lewis-Williams defines three distinct stages of consciousness (though they are not 
necessarily reached in a linear fashion, stage 1 to 2 to 3):  
 Stage 1: entopic with grids, zigzags, nested U-shapes, meandering bright lines, and clouds or 
chains of brilliant dots 
 Stage 2: making sense of what is seen by construing the forms as objects with emotionally 
changed values 
 Stage 3: fully developed hallucinations with geometrics as peripheral  
(Lewis-Williams 2004a:19) 
These stages are not a matter of ‘interpretation’ or ‘opinion’, but rather genuine mental states 
substantiated in laboratory conditions. Subjects' reports of altered states of consciousness showing 
that the full range of hallucinations (Figure 3.4), as encompassed by the three-stage model (Lewis-
Williams 2004c:110). Further, these states do not require drugs to induce them. The example of a 
natural occurrence of these visions is migraine scotoma, the glittering ‘fortification illusion’ 
experienced by so many people without recourse to drugs. Because they derive from the human 
nervous system, all people who enter certain altered states of consciousness, no matter what their 
cultural background, are liable to perceive them (Lewis-Williams et al. 1988:202). This is true, at 
least, for the geometric nature of stages 1 and 2. By contrast, stages 2 and 3, individual need to 
make sense of what is seen through their cultural experience. Perhaps this is why there is a small set 
of very particular motivic vocabulary, such as the cattle and horses predominant in the Upper 
Palaeolithic. Surely, they were ‘looking for’ certain things and not others (Lewis-Williams 2002:185). 
This suggests that the cultural structure that informed these states were already in existence. 
His theories are not without contention. Indeed, many authors comment and criticise his 1988 
publication (Lewis-Williams et al. 1988). That said, despite much discussion and reply (for example 
Dronfield 1996; Helvenston & Bahn 2004; Helvenston et al. 2003; Smith 1994; Solomon 2006), Lewis-
Williams’ research is one of the few which explicitly tackle geometric motifs and his contribution to 
the field, in that regard, should be noted.  
The reason this model, this tracing of visions onto walls, is interesting is because many assume that 
the ability to discern and make two-dimensional images is natural to human beings. Yet 
anthropological evidence shows that this is not so. Forge (1970) presents us with an interesting 
example of the New Guinea Abelam people. Having had no experience with photographs before, 
they were unable to pick out their friends in photographs if he did not teach them how to do so 
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(Lewis-Williams 2004a:14). Indeed, even looking at children in our own western image-laden culture, 
it takes several months of experience to understand the difference between real objects and 
depicted objects (Malafouris & Renfrew 2013:199). ‘Seeing’ two-dimensional images is, therefore, 
something that we learn to do. Learning to create and read symbolically elaborated material is 
culturally and contextually ascribed.  
 
Figure 3.4 Entoptic forms depicted under laboratory condition and in Neolithic art (Lewis-Williams & Dowson 
1993:56) 
3.3.2 THE SOCIAL BRAIN – MAINTAINING COMPLEX SOCIAL GROUPS 
The social brain hypothesis was proposed to explain primates' unusually large brains. It argues that 
the cognitive demands of living in complexly bonded social groups selected for increases in the 
executive brain (principally neocortex) to manage their unusually complex social systems (Barham 
2010:367; Costello 2011:22; Dunbar 2009:562; Dunbar, Gamble & Gowlett 2010:5). This is true for 
humans as well. As group size increases, forms of altruism break down. With ever-greater chances of 
encountering strangers, opportunities for cooperation among kin decline. Reciprocal altruism - 
without extra safeguards such as institutions for punishing freeloaders - also rapidly stops paying off.  
When biological capacity is reached, there is then required mechanisms that moderate or control 
social tensions and costs. Gowlett suggests that during hominin evolution these bonds became 
increasingly reliant on hybrid associations between people and things to exploit the evolutionary 
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benefits in these complex social groups. What, as well as who, was gathered around those hearths 
and other situations in the daily lives of hominins, therefore, becomes especially important in terms 
of interlinking chains of association and action (Gowlett, Gamble & Dunbar 2012:710). 
3.3.3 CO-EVOLUTION OF THE HUMAN MIND – EXPRESSIONS OF IDENTITY 
If nature played the more important role in the evolution of the genus homo, and nurture (culture) 
plays the only significant role today, there must be a stage in human prehistory when the balance 
was moved from nature to nurture (Watkins 2004:97). Indeed, in evolutionary biology this process is 
known as the Baldwin effect, a form of natural selection in which individuals’ innovative behaviour 
creates novel selection pressures leading to genetic support for assimilation of that behaviour. Two 
basic approaches to the coevolution of mind and culture can be distinguished: informational 
coevolution which is based on the idea that cultural artefacts and practices consist of information; 
and semiotic coevolution which is based on the idea that culture consists of the meaning-making 
activity of the individuals who partake in it (Cousins 2014:160). These developments can be seen in 
the growth of symbolic material as a medium for expressing and developing a sense of self within 
the context of a larger social unit. It also plays a central role in the construction and maintenance of 
group identities, which provide common ground for acting as a unity rather than as a collection of 
disparate individuals (Barham 2004:126). 
3.3.4 CATHEDRALS OF THE MIND – COGNITIVE FLUIDITY 
Mithen has combined his research into early symbolic behaviour with an examination of the 
cognitive architecture of the human mind. He arrived at the conclusion that archaic humans had 
already developed the necessary cognitive modules for different types of symbolic communication 
and a highly developed technical ability to express their thoughts but that the real breakthrough 
only occurred with these domain-specific modules became integrated to form what he calls 
‘cognitive fluidity’ (Berghaus 2004:2). Mithen provides an elegant metaphor to explain the changes 
within the Social Mind, ‘the cathedral model’. The minds of the Neanderthals could be compared to 
Romanesque architecture, all rather dark with secluded and isolated chapels. By contrast, the mind 
of modern humans appeared instead as positively High Gothic architecture – bright, light, open 
spaces in which ideas and knowledge could freely mingle to create something new and unexpected 
(Mithen 2010:484). The big bang of human culture is that this is when the final major re-design of 
the mind took place when the doors and windows were inserted in the chapel walls. With these new 
design features the specialised intelligence of the early human mind no longer had to work in 
isolation (Mithen & Morton 1996:174). 
An excellent example of this cathedral is the making of composite tools as presented by Barham 
(2010). He presents this evidence as a solution to ‘Dunbar’s Dilemma’ and the issues of the social 
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brain, but it applies equally here to exemplify cognitive fluidity. The making of composite tools (see 
also Wynn 2009) is described as a transformative process and as such an indicator of a cognitively 
demanding behaviour that involves elements of the distributed mind framework. As well as offering 
practical benefits, this technology also has the potential to carry and transmit subtle messages about 
the human ability to transforms physical and social environments (Barham 2010:369). The 
innovation of composite technology offers an echo of an increasingly complex social world 
ultimately founded on language (Barham 2010:383). 
But whilst this model of cognitive fluidity is intriguing, Mithen later identifies a weakness where it 
left material artefacts as the passive outputs from the mind rather than active constituents (Mithen 
2010:484). This admission of omission was as a consequence of research presented by Clark (2004). 
He explains the place of material culture in relation to the creation of self, using modern examples, 
the natural born cyborg. He points out that technologies, once up and running in the various 
appliances and institutions that surround us, constitute a cascade of ‘mindware upgrades’: cognitive 
upheavals in which the effective architecture of the human mind is altered and transformed (Clark 
2004:4). Many of our tools are not just external props and aids, but they are deep and integral parts 
of the problem-solving systems we now identify as human intelligence. From the deceptively simple 
act of making a tool by combining components into a whole, an extensive network of supporting 
technologies develops, one that, more likely than not, involves groups of individual who share a 
learned tradition of ways of making and doing things (Barham 2013:27). Indeed, Clarks’ example is 
poignant (if also amusing):  
“My cat Lolo is not a natural born cyborg. This is so despite the fact that Lolo (unlike myself) actually 
does incorporate a small silicon chip. The presence of this implanted device makes no difference to 
the shape of Lolos’ mental life or the range of projects and endeavours he takes... By contrast it is our 
special character, as human beings, to be forever driven to create, co-opt, annexe, and exploit non-
biological props and scaffoldings” (Clark 2004:6). 
3.3.5 THE DISTRIBUTED MIND – THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT 
Our minds are not confined to the brain. They are instead extended, embodied, embedded - the 
distributed mind. From an evolutionary perspective, material culture can be seen as integral to the 
ongoing negotiation of social practice, rather than simply a passive product of such practice (Dunbar, 
Gamble & Gowlett 2010:12). People who live together in lasting or even permanent social systems 
not only share numerous implicit daily routines and activities, but also explicit knowledge concepts 
about life as a whole (Bauer & Benz 2013:65).  
An ethnographic example of the distributed mind is those of the Melanesian Kula ring and the 
Ju/’hoansi (Kalahari) hxaro exchange systems, where the circulation of objects link people together 
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across space and over time. During this process, the objects themselves acquire biographies and 
identities of their own and become incorporated into our social lives in very similar ways (Coward 
2010:451). This approach could be extended to how people began to develop their construction of 
material symbolism into a complex system of layered meanings, bound in the syntax of architecture. 
Where people had become accustomed to living in a built environment of their own making (in the 
final Epipalaeolithic and earliest Neolithic periods for example) they began to develop an 
architecture for the creation of cultural environments that consisted a way of living (Watkins 
2004:105). The human-constructed environment became normalised and social complexities of 
village life created a conceptual shift towards an artificial environment, supported by other changes 
in symbolic behaviour (Love 2013:747).  
In the early Neolithic people in South-West Asia were literally constructing new worlds of the 
imagination that they could inhabit and in which their children grew up in a more powerful for the 
enculturation than homo sapiens had ever known (Watkins 2004:105). Their minds, their knowledge, 
their culture, were no longer confined to their brains. Instead, the very world they created influence 
their further development and strategies.  
3.3.6 EXTERNAL STORAGE 
Donald (1991), amongst others, has proposed that symbols, in some sense, store information, 
helping people extend and manipulate their cognitive abilities (Mahaney 2014:283). These symbols 
furnish recollection as a reconstituted picture of the past, they stimulate remembering both as 
mnemonic devices and through the serendipitous encounter, and they form records, storing 
information beyond individual experience (Kwint 1999:2). 
Humans are the only species capable of creating means of recording, sorting and transmitting 
information outside the physical body using artificial memory systems (d’Errico 1998:19). This is 
interesting when considering the possible notation systems in bone and stone found at many Upper 
Palaeolithic sites. This Palaeolithic art then performs an important social function - that of 
information exchange. It can, thus, affect the successful replication of social groups (Barton, Clark & 
Cohen 1994:185).  
Here, the example of Lola the cyborg cat again illustrates a point. Where his chip does not affect his 
life, a similar chip becomes fundamental in human life. The same chip, in our phones for example, 
constitutes the memory of our expanded social network (phone numbers we would otherwise never 
be able to remember), informs our social interaction (the reminder on the calendar about meeting 
your mother for lunch), marks us within a social hierarchy (my Apple phone makes me better than 
the rest of you), and links us to a pool of knowledge beyond our physical biological capability (the 
internet). This may seem a trite and modern example, but it serves to prove a point; whilst such 
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connections and entanglements would have been as complex with Decorated Grooved Stones of the 
Epipalaeolithic, the concept and structure of external storage is the same.  
While we may generally think of memory as an individual faculty, there are a number of thinkers 
who would argue that there is a collective or social memory (Connerton 1989:36), which establishes 
and maintains socials systems. Cultural memory is not continuously reproduced but actively and 
consciously created and ‘artificially implemented’ (J. Assmann 2005, 52). The memories of the 
individual and the collective memory, therefore, depend on each other; they are connected to each 
other in a flexible relation. Stability of memory is achieved by the attachment of memories to 
material objects or structures (Porr 2010:89)  
3.4 MEANINGFUL MATERIAL CULTURE AND MY APPROACH 
“The things one uses are in fact part of one’s self: not in any mystical or metaphorical sense but in 
cold, concrete actuality…It is difficult to imagine a king without a throne, a judge without a bench, or 
a distinguished professor without a chair. In these examples, the chair is an essential element in the 
role of a king, a judge, or professor” (Csikszentmihalyi & Rochberg-Halton 1981:15).  
This thesis will examine that relationship, between the Neolithic communities and the objects and 
symbols with which they defined themselves. Tools typically carry information about the user 
beyond the mere mechanical task performed, so a samurai sword, for example, becomes more than 
a single piece of material culture. It represents not only a weapon, but serves as an index of social 
status, cultural affiliation, and a symbol of divine power (Wynn 1999:263). Through these artefacts, 
therefore, the human individual is always provided with some culturally constituted means which 
enable them to orientate themselves in the world (Hallowell 1977:131). The separation between the 
utilitarian and the symbolic is inappropriate for the interpretation of the technology of hunters and 
gatherers. Their tools must be seen as items of material culture that are both utilitarian in that they 
are used to do practical things and also symbolic: they are items of material culture which 
communicate meaning about both the nature of the task for which they are used as the people who 
do them (Sinclair 1995:60). 
Art, as I examine it, is not as aesthetic representation, but rather a physical consequence of symbolic 
and ritual behaviour. As such, all representations tied to that symbolic behaviour are equally 
important, with geometric and abstract motifs possessing equally significant meaning to the 
iconography that the modern viewer might recognise, such as representations of humans and 
animals. But this iconographic imagery, whilst unreadable in a modern context, can offer some 
insight when compared to faunal remains and subsistence changes.  
For this reason, this thesis uses a post-processual framework, using systematic methods to create 
new bodies of data with which to explain and interpret past behaviour in the Neolithic. This 
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interpretation incorporates the theoretical standpoints of semiotics and metaphor, as they work 
best within the contextual investigation, within in which agency is acknowledged, allowing for the 
artefacts to act back upon the communities, and the economic and social changes. This approach 
also acknowledges the concepts of a distributed mind and external storage, which further 
exemplifies the concept of “things one uses are in fact part of ones self”. The relationship between 
individuals, communities, artefacts, and symbolic systems, forms a web of interaction.  
Considering the cognitive and theoretical approaches discussed above, it is clear that whilst we may 
attempt to study symbolic systems and how they may relate to understanding human behaviour, we 
may be able to infer not so much what these symbols ‘mean’ but instead some of the principles by 
which these symbols ‘work’ in particular situations. The meaning of symbols, therefore, comes about 
through their use (Conkey 1997:310) 
Using the framework of theories and approaches discussed above, I intend to look at the 
relationships between people and artefacts, as discussed by Jones (2007:142): 
1. The ways in which the lives of artefacts are entangled with the lives of people – biography 
of artefacts 
2. How the artefacts are used to make and reinforce connections between people 
What follows in the next chapter is the methodology which enables this approach. 
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CHAPTER 4 -  METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this thesis is to examine the florescence of symbolic material, and the potential 
correlations between social and economic developments with which it coincides. My aim is to 
incorporate datasets from 52 sites across the region into a multi-faceted database, which can then 
be used in data analysis and exploration in a manner that would reveal the existence of specific 
patterns. Below is a detailed description of the methodology employed in the present study, in 
relation to the datasets used, and the database created.  
4.1 THE QUESTIONS 
Considering the implications of social transformations in the Neolithic, and despite a rich collection 
of decorated artefacts, studies to date have failed to cross-reference the symbolism depicted on 
these various items. Kozłowski and Aurenche (2005) use an extensive assemblage to assess the 
implications of style on territories and boundaries in South-West Asia through systematic 
examination. On the other hand, whilst a small study, looking at decorated pebbles in the Southern 
Levant by Eirikh-Rose (2004), tackles the question of identity through the systematic collection and 
contextual analysis of these artefacts. The methodology used here is greatly influenced by these 
systematic approaches. In the present study, I will address the poor methodological rigour which 
characterises this area and subject of research by using a systematic approach with broad level data 
collection. Specifically, I will address the validity of proposed theories regarding the unprecedented 
social change which is seen in the Neolithic, which has been discussed in Chapter 2.  
 I plan to map the correlation of symbolically elaborated material to the known 
developments of: 
o Sedentism 
o Agriculture and herding 
o Domestication 
 And consider the theories explaining these developments in relation to: 
o Environmental impact (Braidwood 1960; Childe 1936) 
o Human impact on the environment  (Flannery 1972) 
o Population pressure (Binford 1968) 
o Social tension (Hayden 2014; Hayden & Villeneuve 2011; Twiss 2008) 
o Psychological change (Cauvin & Watkins 1994; Hodder & Meskell 2011) 
In particular, as discussed in Chapter 2, considering the extensive evidence for communal structures 
in the PPNA (which diminish in the PN), the changes in architecture (which shift to independent 
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households with private storage), and evidence for elaborate mortuary practices (which also 
diminish in the PN), I also look at the contextual distribution of symbolically elaborated material to 
investigate which sectors of the population interact with these materials, and at what level, and how 
this fits into the broader shifts in architecture, economy, and society. 
My main question is concerned with the regional developments, temporal shifts, levels of 
sedentism, range of subsistence changes, and evidence for domestic and communal employment of 
motifs, alongside previous work and theories about the ‘Neolithic revolution’ , in order to address 
the topic of how the fluorescence of symbolic behaviour relates to these developments. 
My thematic questions are: 
1. What are the decorative motifs which appear in the Neolithic? 
2. On what range and type of items do these motifs appear? 
3. Is there a relationship between specific motifs, types of items, and particular periods of 
time?  
4. Is there a relationship between specific motifs, types of items, and particular regions? 
5. How exactly do regional developments inform chronological patterns identified, and how 
does this change the overall relationship between these patterns? 
6. Accounting for chronological and regional patterns: in what contexts do these motifs and 
types of items appear, and is there a specific relationship between the motifs, types of 
items, and these contexts? 
7. Based on this contextual relationship, is there a relationship between specific motifs, types 
of items, and particular locations, size, and types of sites? 
8. Is there a relationship between specific subsistence strategies and specific motifs? 
9. Is there a correlation between plant and animal taxa consumed, and the depictions used as 
motifs? 
The data I have collected, and the way I have recorded them, has been done with these questions in 
mind; and there is a wide subset of questions (see the relevant categories below) which are posed to 
the dataset in order to answer the thematic questions above.  
4.2 THE DATA 
4.2.1 SITE SELECTION 
To answer thematic questions relating to the appearance of elaborate items in South-West Asia, 
examining their regional and temporal development, a wide range of sites are needed. Though there 
exists a vast number of relevant and data-laden sites, the decision was made to prioritise those 
chosen whilst still ensuring a range of criteria. I sought to incorporate sites of various sizes and with 
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varying subsistence strategies, over a wide region throughout the periods included in the present 
study. Notably, an important limitation was the time available to collate and categorise the data. 
Together, these 52 sites (Figure 4.1, separated into 9 Epipalaeolithic sites in Figure 4.2, 16 PPNA sites 
in Figure 4.3, 32 PPNB sites in Figure 4.4, and 15 PPNC and PN sites in Figure 4.5) form a cohesive 
and representative sample of in the region. Undoubtedly a larger number of case studies would 
provide yet more detailed and useful insights, but was unfortunately beyond the scope of this study.  
 
Figure 4.1 Map of the 52 sites from South-West Asia included in the present study 
 
Figure 4.2 Map of the 9 Epipalaeolithic sites included in the present study(18000-9700 BC cal.) 
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Figure 4.3 Map of the 16 PPNA sites included in the present study (9700-8500 BC cal.) 
 
Figure 4.4 Map of the 32 PPNB sites included in the present study (8500-6900 BC cal.) 
 
Figure 4.5 Map of the 15 PPNC and PN sites included in the present study (6900-5850 BC cal.) 
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4.2.2 SELECTION CRITERIA 
The 52 study sites were chosen to ensure representativeness of the dataset with regard to site size, 
assemblage diversity, and regional and temporal distribution. From these sites, a smaller number of 
sites were selected as case studies (see below), chosen due to their more detailed contextual 
documentation. All data was collated from published sources, with the exception of Boncuklu 
Höyük, where I had direct access to the entire assemblage and contextual information. For all 
habitation sites, where available, information was noted with regards to the site structure, 
excavation methods, and contexts. With regard to the artefacts, only items with corresponding 
drawings and/or images were used. This was done to ensure that all interpretations by the original 
author could be verified based on the criteria used here. Moreover, often the published items are 
more likely to have information with regard to context types. There are numerous limitations when 
using published material, especially when restricting this further to published material with 
accompanying illustrations and/or images. Specifically, there is the inherent bias of the author, 
except in circumstances where there is a fully published site report with a complete artefact 
assemblage. Otherwise, usually, only the most remarkable items are published, often focusing on 
highly symbolically elaborated material to the exclusion of simpler, and perhaps more dominant, 
imagery found at a site.Nonetheless, despite these sources of bias, and the limited sample size, the 
dataset presented here constitutes a representative selection. Indeed, the limitation to published 
sources also allowed for a systematic investigation of more sites within the time frame, and, 
therefore, a broader scope of the study.  
INTERPRETIVE CHALLENGES 
There are several items of ambiguous nature, assigned a specific meaning by the original author 
which may not be immediately apparent to the reader. In these cases, I have excluded from the 
dataset such items that were either too fragmentary or too vague. An excellent example of this are 
the manipulated clay pieces, clearly formed by hand, which are often interpreted as the broken 
horns of animal figurines. In other cases, where items were clearly formed, I have accepted the 
interpretation of the original author where such interpretations were argued and justified citing 
specific features. In most cases, unless the appearance of such figurines were clear, very broad 
schematic classifications were used instead. Whilst I feel that I am at the disadvantage of only having 
images to make that assessment and that the excavators/specialists who worked with the items are 
better placed to make an interpretive judgement, I felt it necessary to often remove that extra layer 
of interpretation, and, therefore, potential bias, from the analysis here.   
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4.2.3 ARTEFACT SELECTION 
One of the thematic questions presented earlier relates to the context of symbolically elaborated 
material, addressing the range and level of use within communities. In particular, how symbols were 
employed in different contexts within and between sites, specifically a comparison between private 
(enclosed domestic settings) and public (both large communal buildings as well as more general 
open spaces which are more domestic in nature) contexts. Therefore, I used a range of materials, 
either portable or not, which are related to different spheres of activity – personal, household, and 
communal. As such, a range of materials needed to be included. These items are: 
Architectural Installations  Decorative Installations  Reliefs - Engraved 
Decorated Grooved Stones (often called 
shaft straighteners) 
 Figurines  Reliefs - High 
 Jewellery (not beads)  Reliefs - Low 
Decorated Handheld Tools  Masks  Reliefs - Sunken 
Decorated Portable Items (often called 
plaquettes or pallets) 
 Paintings  Sculptures 
 Plain Grooved Stones  Vessels 
These items were then subdivided into two stages: fragmentary and complete. A ‘complete’ item 
was defined as an object whose whole dimensions are either preserved or can be deduced with 
100% certainty regardless of minor surface damage. Such fragmentation, and potential reuse after 
fragmentation, is an important element when considering the use life of an item.  
SELECTION QUERIES 
THE INCLUSION OF PLAIN GROOVED STONES WITHIN THE DATABASE 
This thesis is an extension of my master’s research (Schepens 2007), which examined much of the 
same themes, but was limited to the use and function of grooved stones (both decorated and 
undecorated) and their decorated plaque counterparts. For this reason, I include plain grooved 
stones in this study as part of a research aspect I wanted to expand and update. Few items of clear 
utilitarian function are decorated to the same extent as these grooved stones. Normally associated 
with hunter-gatherers, their continued use throughout the Neolithic is interesting.  
THE EXCLUSION OF CERAMIC VESSELS 
The reasoning behind the exclusion of ceramic vessels in the present study are as follows: firstly, the 
main period under examination is the Pre-Pottery Neolithic and the introduction of pottery, which 
coincides with later social developments, represents a different set of social changes. A great deal of 
research has been devoted to the symbols deployed on Neolithic pottery, which need not be 
repeated here (for example Biton, Goren & Goring-Morris 2014; Campbell 1992; Fletcher 2008; 
Irving 2001). Whilst symbolic development from Pre-Pottery Neolithic artefacts across onto pottery 
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would be an interesting avenue, it is simply beyond the scope of this study. Stone vessels, however, 
have been included. This is because, unlike pottery, these artefacts are of ground stone, rather than 
the fundamentally different manufacture and use of later pottery technology. Pottery no doubt 
evolved from the use of basketry etc. for food storage and cooking, which is made in bulk and easily 
disposed of. Making stone vessels, on the other hand, are more labour intensive and seem to have 
served a different utilitarian and social function. 
THE EXCLUSION OF SEALS AND SEALINGS 
Stamp seals, though present in the Neolithic period, are not included in this study. The earliest 
evidence of stamp seals dates to the late PPNB, from several sites in Syria, where impressions of the 
stamps are preserved in plaster. One of these early impressions, from Bouqras, shows a solitary 
quadruped, probably a caprine. Other motifs on seals and impressions from the PPNB are zigzags 
and chevrons, which are reminiscent of the abstract motifs are seen on PPNA decorated portable 
items (Costello 2011:252). It should be emphasised that there is no evidence that palettes were used 
as seals. Indeed, my research shows that these decorated portable items did not fall out of use and 
simply evolve into stamp seals. On the contrary, these two artefact types existed to serve separate 
functions found in tandem.  
Schmandt-Besserat is of the opinion that the recent identification of ‘Neolithic hieroglyphs’ 
repeatedly found in a ritual contexts at different sites, suggests that Neolithic cultures created at 
least two major symbolic systems (Schmandt-Besserat 2005:39): 
1. The first to be studied was the token system, which from the 8th millennium BC served to 
count and record concrete transactions.  
2. The second, a parallel system which existed to express the intangible.  
A study of the first system, tokens used in administration in the context of the Neolithic, has been 
undertaken by Lucy Bennison-Chapman (2014). Interestingly, while it is clear that seals and sealings 
did have a clear administrative function, there is no direct evolution between tokens of the Neolithic 
and administrative tokens used in conjunction with seals and sealings in later prehistoric periods.  
The reason for the exclusion of these stamp seals stems from a similar concern when looking at 
pottery. These items have a specific economic connotation, part of a complex social system which 
dominates later urban prehistoric cultures. Whilst there is no doubt that stamp seals form part of an 
interesting set of behaviours, especially in the development of symbolism, including these items 
would have been outside the scope of this study. For the same reason, sealings and bullae were not 
examined, and by extension, neither were clay objects nor tokens.  
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THE EXCLUSION OF BEADS 
Until recently, it has been accepted that the earliest undisputed evidence for personal ornaments 
are 13 ostrich eggshell beads from Enkapune Ya Muto in Kenya at 40,000 BP, and in similar periods 
in Bacho Kiro in Europe and Ksar Akil and Uçagizli in Western Asia  (Henshilwood et al. 2004:404). 
However, evidence now shows that marine shells were used as beads in the Near East, North Africa, 
and Sub-Saharan Africa at least 35 thousand years earlier. Five sites—Qafzeh and Skhul in Israel, 
Oued Djebbana in Algeria, Taforalt in Morocco, and Blombos Cave in South Africa—have yielded 
evidence of an even earlier use of personal ornaments (d'Errico et al. 2009:16052). 
Research in Neolithic South-West Asia suggests that the appearance of early farming and herding 
communities coincided with a large expansion in stone bead production. This indicates a new social 
role for personal ornamentation (Wright & Garrard 2003:267). Personal adornments, and, therefore, 
the implications regarding individual and group identities, are relevant to themes and patterns I am 
investigating. Indeed, I concur with the criticisms of other researchers where personal adornments 
have been ignored as part of the studies of art. Many researchers restrict themselves to graphic 
depiction despite dozens of demonstrations in modern social anthropology that personal adornment 
is one of the most powerful and pervasive forms in which humans construct and represent beliefs, 
values, social identity, and as an information technology capable of broadcasting complex messages 
(White 1992:539). However, the premise of this thesis is focused on patterns of iconography, as 
compared to social and subsistence developments, and with such a wide scope and large dataset 
there would be no easy way to integrate personal adornment, with its own vast repertoire. Further 
study, incorporating personal adornment, would be highly valuable, but was outside the scope of 
this thesis. 
THE EXCLUSION OF BUCRANIA 
The use of bucrania, and other bone artefacts, and their incorporation into household architecture, 
is an element of symbolic deployment which fits neatly into the theme of this research. Their 
exclusion was based partly on the limitations on the scope of this thesis, as well as the ambiguity in 
the spectrum of installations (from prominent bucrania to hidden bones in small pockets) and where 
to draw the distinction in terms of visual iconography. As such, all bucrania installations were 
excluded. An exception to this rule is the incorporation of bones or bucrania into specific reliefs, 
where a bulls head, for example, has been moulded and painted. In this form, the relief is the main 
symbolic component examined while the bones and bucrania are merely a secondary aspect.  
THE EXCLUSION OF PLASTERED SKULLS 
I have not included plastered skulls in the study because they are a form of mortuary ritual which 
would no doubt have its own separate social rules. Though clearly part of the same system of 
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individual/household/community identity and integration, mortuary rituals serve a different purpose 
within society, often used to mask or enhance social stratification, divisions, and differences (Kuijt 
1996:313). Including them would involve delineating plastered skulls from unplastered (but curated) 
skulls and then again from unplastered (removed but uncirculated) skulls and the systems which do 
or do not differentiate between these treatments. Masks, however, where present, are included as 
they are not necessarily part of a mortuary practice but equally potentially part of performance. 
OCHRE 
In the present study, the mere presence or absence of ochre is not considered as a separate 
artefact, even when considering its laden symbolic usage and potential for body decoration. My 
reasoning is that potential symbolic deposits could equally be interpreted as the curation of ochre as 
a raw material used for adhesive (Wadley 2005:597); as an antibacterial agent; as well as ideal for 
tanning, softening, and colouring leather (Wadley, Williamson & Lombard 2004:662). In the scope of 
the study, it was only noted when clearly stated in relation to objects (staining, residue, etc.) and 
more directly, the use of ochre in paint, including painted walls and floors.  
THE ISSUE OF ORGANIC PERISHABLE MATERIALS 
A clear deficiency in this analysis is the absence of organic perishable artefacts which have not 
survived in the archaeological record, and which may well have been significant and symbolically 
elaborated. Apart from special circumstances, the survival of organic material is limited to specific 
environmental conditions: arid, frozen, or waterlogged conditions.  
Evidence for these perishable materials in exceptional contexts highlight their likely prevalence in 
the Neolithic South-West Asia. In the Levant organic artefacts have been discovered in cave sites 
located in extremely dry regions such Nahal Hever, Nahal Mishmar, and Nahal Hemar (Galili & Schick 
1990:142). Objects made of organic materials were also discovered in submerged sites along the 
Israeli coast at Kefar Samir, Kefar Galim Norther, Kefar Galim, Tel Hariz, Megadim, and Neve Yam 
(Galili & Schick 1990:142). 
Examples of this material includes basket evidence from Kefar Samir (Galili & Schick 1990:144), 
which validates finds of basket and matt impression found on the bases of pottery vessels from the 
Neolithic and Chalcolithic sites of Jericho, Megiddo, Tel Qatif, Fara South, and Teleilat Ghassul (Galili 
& Schick 1990:146). Wooden artefact examples include eight  objects found at the submerged Upper 
Palaeolithic site of Ohalo II. One such object is identical in size and incision pattern to a gazelle bone 
implement (Figure 4.6) found in a grave (Nadel et al. 2006:644). Preserved artefacts are also found in 
carbonised form. Çatalhöyük is exceptional in that it provides the first evidence for the preservation 
of domestic wooden artefacts and woodworking debris in carbonised form (Asouti 2013b:153). 
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The variety of textiles, wooden artefacts, and basketry (amongst others) which have been lost 
directly affects the patterns that this study might reveal. Whilst little can be done to compensate for 
this, it is important to remember and highlight this deficiency. 
 
Figure 4.6 Ohallo II, object III and the incised bone found in the grave, behind the skull of H2 
4.3 THE DATABASE 
The thematic questions I address in this thesis incorporate a great many variables: 
The Thematic Question Variables to be recorded 
What are the motifs which appear in the Neolithic?  Artefact Type 
 Main Motif 
 Detailed Motif 
 Period 
On what range and type of items do these motifs 
appear? 
As above plus: 
 Raw Material 
Is there a relationship between specific motifs, types 
of items, and particular periods of time?  
As above plus: 
 Clear dating, ideally absolute 
Is there a relationship between specific motifs, types 
of items, and particular regions? 
As above plus: 
 Region 
How exactly do regional developments circumscribe 
chronological patterns identified, and how does this 
change the overall relationship between these 
patterns? 
As above plus: 
 Region in relation to period 
Accounting for chronological and regional patterns, in 
what contexts do these motifs and types of items 
appear, and is there a specific relationship between 
the motifs, types of items, and these contexts? 
As above plus: 
 Context 
 Architectural variety 
Based on this contextual relationship, is there a 
relationship between specific motifs, types of items, 
As above plus: 
 Landscape / environment 
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and particular locations, size, and types of sites?  Site size 
 Site type 
Is there a relationship between specific subsistence 
strategies and specific motifs? 
As above plus: 
 Subsistence strategies employed 
 Broad classification of the strategy at 
each phase of each site 
 Secondary evidence for cultivation or 
herding 
 Primary evidence for domestication of 
plants and animals 
Is there a correlation between plant and animal taxa 
consumed, and what are used as motifs? 
As above plus: 
 List of plant and animal taxa present 
on site 
 Top plant and animal taxa consumed 
 Top three plant and animal taxa 
consumed as a percentage of the 
assemblage as a whole 
Considering regional developments, chronological 
change, levels of sedentism, the range of subsistence 
changes, and evidence for domestic and communal 
employment of motifs, alongside previous work and 
theories about the ‘Neolithic revolution’: how does 
the fluorescence of symbolic behaviour relate to the 
developments of sedentism, agriculture, and 
domestication? 
Interrogation of all the dataset above 
against the social changes described in the 
literature 
In order to examine the dataset to answer these questions, a very specific and flexible database is 
required. As such, Access, with its complex child-parent relationship scenarios, has been selected.  
Using Access meant that the database was easy to set up, the scope and the range of data were 
easily collated and incorporated. The system is designed to link different tables and forms and is 
adaptable to change as new variables emerge, with changes and updates cascading. Also, this 
programme forms part of the Office application series and is therefore fairly simple for sharing. 
Despite these, many design elements are cumbersome, and the level of personalisation becomes 
time-consuming needing mastering of the various elements. A 2GB size limit for databases also 
meant that a more complex system of interlinked databases needed to be created, instead of one 
integrated database. The consequence is a system which is not as stable in terms of referential 
integrity. Nonetheless, the system managed to handle these linked databases well. The reason for 
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this large size is due to the embedded images which, I feel, are integral to the study for easy access 
and comparison.  
To facilitate ease of access and documentation, and enable the thematic questions to be 
systematically addressed, several databases have been created which are amalgamated into a series 
of seven forms.  
4.3.1 1 – PERIOD 
 
Figure 4.7 Period tab within the Navigation Form, Epipalaeolithic selected 
 
Figure 4.8 Period tab, with cross tab Related Table (phase) selected, illustrating the range of sites which have 
Epipalaeolithic phases of occupation 
 CAN WE PLOT THE APPEARANCE AND/OR DISAPPEARANCE OF SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR 
ARTEFACT TYPE) THROUGH TIME? 
 ARE CERTAIN SYMBOLS EXCLUSIVE TO CERTAIN PERIODS? 
 DO WE NOTICE A SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT OF MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) THAT COINCIDE 
CHRONOLOGICALLY WITH OTHER SOCIAL AND SUBSISTENCE DEVELOPMENTS? 
‘Period’ is an arbitrary term, assigned to the sites included in the study to enable inter-site 
comparisons on a temporal scale. Absolute dates were recorded and informed interpretations. This 
division serves only to broadly classify and simplify the large range of data. The dates provided 
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below form the criteria and sites are reclassified to fall within these divisions of time independent of 
the excavator’s interpretation of the associated assemblage. 
The first table is a simple division of the time periods used (Figure 4.7) and is based on Levantine 
chronology. These periods incorporate sites and data from all regions regardless if they fall under a 
different set of chronological terms. This includes Anatolian Early Central Anatolia (ECA) I, 
subdivided into the Epipalaeolithic and PPNA, and the ECAII which corresponds to the PPNB. The PN 
period defined here incorporates the ECA II, III, and IV along with Northern Levantine and 
Mesopotamian Ceramic Neolithic. The decision was made to use this terminology, within this 
chronological system used, to enable a clearer discussion of the data and the literature regarding 
concurrent developments. My periods have been divided as follows:  
 Epipalaeolithic    18000-9700 BC Cal 
 Pre-Pottery Neolithic A (PPNA)  9700-8500 BC Cal 
 Pre-Pottery Neolithic B (PPNB)  8500-6900 BC Cal 
 Pottery Neolithic (PN) which combines: 
o Pre-Pottery Neolithic C (PPNC)  6900-6600 BC Cal 
o Pottery Neolithic (PN)   6900-5850 BC Cal 
This division enabled an ease of use in the database, and conceptually convenient abbreviations for 
the graphs and tables, but where appropriate the sites will be discussed in terms of absolute dates 
and millennia so as not to impart cultural associations where it is not intended.  
Associated with this main form is a crosstab which quickly brings up the related table of sites 
associated with the period selected. In this example, this cross tab shows the sites which have an 
Epipalaeolithic occupation (Figure 4.8). These rough ‘date’ classification should enable wider 
question relating to chronological development and enable cross-region comparison.  
4.3.2 2 - LOCATION  
 
Figure 4.9 Location tab within the Navigation Form, Central Anatolia selected 
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Figure 4.10 Location tab, with cross tab Related Table (sites), selected, illustrating the range of sites which are 
found in Central Anatolia 
 
 
Figure 4.11 Map of the 52 sites included in the study divided up into six geographical zones  
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPES) UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC REGION? 
 CAN WE MAP SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPES) DIFFUSE ACROSS REGIONS THROUGH 
TIME? 
South-West Asia, as defined in this thesis, encompasses an area of nine modern countries. It should 
be noted that the geographical region assigned here is arbitrary and does not reflect an 
archaeologically defined group of associated cultures. Instead, the divisions are a result of a history 
of work and dam projects, as well as the division along modern borders. These broad regional 
groups are how the region is commonly discussed, due to different traditions of working and general 
conventions. The 52 sites will be divided roughly into the following six archaeological geographic 
groups (Figure 4.11):  
Southern Levant Israel, Palestine, Lebanon, and the southern part of Syria 
Northern Levant Northern part of Syria 
Cyprus  
Western Anatolia Western part of Turkey 
South-Eastern Anatolia South-Eastern part of Turkey, anti-Taurus mountains and south 
including areas bordering Syria and Iraq 
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Central Anatolia Central part of Turkey on the Anatolian plateau  
Northern Mesopotamia Northern part of Iraq along the Tigris river 
Southern Mesopotamia Southern part of Iraq and a small section of South-Western Iran 
The first table allows the selection of this location (Figure 4.9). Again, the form has a crosstab with 
the associated table of sites, in this example sites located in Central Anatolia (Figure 4.10). Such 
information will enable questions related to geographic relationships. 
4.3.3 3 - SITE  
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) UNIQUE TO PARTICULAR SITES? 
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) RELATED TO DIFFERENT SIZES OF SITES? 
 LOOKING AT CORRESPONDING TIME PERIODS, ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) 
UNIQUE TO SITES IN A PARTICULAR ENVIRONMENT, FOR EXAMPLE, WOODLAND VS. STEPPE? 
 
Figure 4.12 Site tab within the Navigation Form, Abu Ghosh selected 
 
Figure 4.13 Site tab, with cross tab Related Table (subdivision) selected, illustrating the list of occupational 
phases at Abu Ghosh 
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This part of the database will detail each site as a whole (Figure 4.12). Again, a cross tab allows 
access to the associated subdivisions (Figure 4.13) and would record:  
Location Location within my stipulated regions. 
The type of 
excavation 
Rescue, planned, survey etc. (and therefore how complete the evidence is). 
The dates of the 
site along with 
the period that 
it covers 
Ideally, the site date is deduced from absolute C14 dates (where available), but 
in the absence of these can be interpreted from material culture. References 
for these dates are always included as sites are often reinterpreted, and C14 
dates recalibrated. Where possible most recent dates were used, and all dates 
in this thesis will be in cal. BC. 
Coordinates 
and elevation 
The elevation is recorded in metres above sea level. 
Site size and 
the percentage 
excavated 
These two criteria are included in order to deduce artefact density. The percent 
excavated is calculated across surface area alone and does not take into 
account a 3D depth. This is because, more often than not, such information is 
not supplied nor can it be easily deduced. Though comments with regards to 
density, therefore, would not be precise, it would nonetheless offer a relative 
proportionality, and would be a useful guide to discuss the material in an 
appropriate way. 
The ancient 
environment 
and climate  
Where available, environmental and climatic evidence would lend itself to 
analysis based on varied eco-zones and not just subsistence. However, this has 
proven difficult to quantify and so will not be analysed in detail for the purpose 
of this thesis. However, this information has been recorded where appropriate, 
for future research. 
Plant and 
animal 
exploitation 
Evidence for resource exploitation is recorded over the site as a whole. At 
multi-period sites, this represents combined evidence. Since I’m looking at 
phases more specifically, where this information is most relevant, data 
recorded at this level this point is used merely as a guideline. There are six 
absolute states (described below), a combination of which can be selected.  
Animal Exploitation 
Hunting The use of wild animal resource  
Herding An active engagement and manipulation of an 
animal population, altering its living conditions by 
control of herd movement and penning, modifying 
its diet, and restricting its reproduction. There is 
no associated genetic (and/or morphological) 
change, however, either due to the early stage of 
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human interference or because such populations 
were not isolated from the wild herds.  
Domestication Herd management, along with reproductive 
isolation, resulting in visible morphological and/or 
genetic change. 
Plant Exploitation  
Gathering:  The use of wild plant resources without human 
interference. 
Cultivation:  An active engagement and manipulation of a plant 
population, manipulating its living conditions 
through sowing and weeding, as well as 
interfering with its natural reproductive cycle by 
selective replantation and disruptive harvesting 
methods. There is no genetic/morphological 
change, however, either due to the early stage of 
human interference or because such populations 
were not isolated from the wild stands.  
Domestication: Cultivation, along with reproductive isolation, 
resulting in archaeologically visible 
morphological/genetic change. 
 
Site plan Where available. 
4.3.4 4 - SUBDIVISIONS  
 DO REPRESENTATIVE MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) CORRESPOND WITH THE TYPES OF 
PLANT/ANIMAL TAXA CONSUMED? 
 HOW DO REPRESENTATIVE MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) COMPARE TO THE TYPES OF TAXA 
CONSUMED? 
 ARE THERE SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) WHICH RELATE TO AN ABUNDANCE OF 
SPECIFIC TAXA? 
 WHAT CHANGES CAN BE DOCUMENTED ABOUT THE EXPLOITATION OF DIFFERENT TAXA 
OVER TIME AND ACROSS THE REGION, ESPECIALLY IN RELATION TO MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT 
TYPE)? 
 DO MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPES) CHANGE AS SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES CHANGE, OVER 
TIME AND ACROSS THE REGION? 
Phases, Areas and Levels are all interlinked in a complex web, rather than a simple linear progression 
that we have seen with the data so far. At multi-period multi-area sites, this can be somewhat 
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confusing, so here are some illustrative examples to explain how levels are identified and recorded 
in this database: 
Single period site, 1 area 
excavated,  
3 distinct levels found within the 
one occupation 
1 Phase entry 
1 Area entry 
3 Level entries 
 
Single period side, 3 areas 
excavated,  
3 distinct levels found within the 
one occupation 
1 Phase entry 
1 Area entry 
9 Level entries  
Each area would have independent 
level entries since they are not 
physically linked and a relationship 
cannot be confirmed 
Multi-period site, one area 
excavated,  
3 occupational phases with 2 
distinct levels found within each 
occupational phase 
3 Phase entries 
1 Area entry 
6 Level entries 
 
Multi-period site, 3 areas 
excavated,  
3 occupational phases with 2 
distinct levels found within each 
occupational phase 
3 Phase entries 
3 area entries 
27 level entries 
As before, each area would have 
independent Level entries since they 
are not physically linked and a 
relationship cannot be confirmed 
Because of this, within my database, each Level is labelled with both its own designation (as 
assigned on site), but also clearly marked Area and Phase designations as well (Figure 4.20) and 
further, each context was be labelled to include Site and Phase (as contexts are by their very nature 
Area specific) 
4A – PHASE OF OCCUPATION 
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) RELATED TO PARTICULAR TYPES OF SITES, AS 
INDICATED BY SETTLEMENT LAYOUT AND USE? 
 LOOKING AT CORRESPONDING TIME PERIODS, ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) 
UNIQUE TO SITE WITH PARTICULAR SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES, FOR EXAMPLE, HUNTER-
GATHERERS VS. CULTIVATORS VS. AGRICULTURALISTS VS. PASTORALISTS OR ANY 
COMBINATION OF STRATEGIES? 
 ARE THERE SIMILAR MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) AT SITES WHICH SHARE SPECIFIC 
SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES, REGARDLESS OF THEIR CHRONOLOGICAL OR GEOGRAPHICAL 
PLACEMENT? 
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 ARE THERE SIMILAR MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) AT SITES WHICH HAVE COMPLETELY 
DIFFERENT SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES BUT OCCUPY THE SAME PLACE CHRONOLOGICALLY 
AND GEOGRAPHICALLY?  
Many of the sites I am dealing with have long periods of occupation, and the developments at these 
sites shifts along with significant developments in subsistence strategies, technologies, etc. 
However, how such sites are divided, either spatially or chronologically, is dependent upon the 
excavation team. As such, this part of the database documents the subdivision of the sites, as 
stipulated by the original excavator, and will attempt to record as much information as possible to 
make this a useful exercise for cross comparison.  
 
Figure 4.14 Phase of Occupation tab within the Navigation Form, Abu Ghosh Neolithic Phase of Occupation 
selected 
 
Figure 4.15 Phase of Occupation tab, with cross tab Related Table (area) selected, illustrating the list of Areas 
at Abu Ghosh excavated which have, in this case, Neolithic occupation 
20 
 
 
Figure 4.16 Phase of Occupation tab, with cross tab Related Table (area) selected, illustrating the list of Levels 
at Abu Ghosh excavated which have, comprise the Neolithic occupation 
Phase of Occupation defines a site by its distinct cultural and related chronological period, and this 
form (Figure 4.14) includes details such as: 
Site name  
Period Broad classification 
Settlement layout  Construction material, types of architecture, domestic and public, 
shapes and sizes, architectural storage, as well as evidence for the 
use of paint and plaster (for full details see below) 
Subsistence  The level of subsistence: more specifically defined along a 
spectrum. Firstly, subsistence is simplified into one expression 
(e.g. 06. P HGMix; A DomMix which represents “Plant gathering 
dominant wild plants mixed with minor cultivates; Animal herding 
dominant domesticates with mixed minor wild animals” for a full 
list see Appendix A, 4.2.4), and is then further elaborated in the 
other columns within the database.  
Specific species consumed The full range of species consumed as well as the top 3 animals, 
plants and birds exploited (along with the percentage that this 
taxa constitutes) in each assemblage, where the information is 
available  
The presence or absence of 
fish 
 
Plans for the occupational 
phase where available 
 
21 
 
This form would then also have cross tabs of related tables of Area (Figure 4.15) and Level (Figure 
4.16). In this example, Neolithic Abu Gosh has been excavated in two areas, A and B, which was 
subdivided into 2 and 3 levels respectively. Specific details about each criterion are found in 
Appendix A, 4A.  
4B – AREA 
 
Figure 4.17 Area tab within the Navigation Form, Abu Ghosh Area A selected 
 
Figure 4.18 Area tab, with cross tab Related Table (phase) selected, illustrating the list of occupational phases 
at Abu Ghosh excavated within this level 
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Figure 4.19 Area tab, with cross tab Related Table (level) selected, illustrating the list of Levels excavated 
within Area A of Abu Ghosh 
Similar to the Phase of Occupation form explained above, within interlinked related cross-tab tables. 
There is little detailed information that relates to Area, that is not specifically related to Phase or 
Level and as such this form is quite simple (Figure 4.17). In this example, Abu Gosh Area A, consists 
of only one Neolithic Phase of Occupation (Figure 4.18), subdivided into two levels (Figure 4.19). For 
the purpose of this study, it should be stated that all phases and all areas have been recorded 
regardless of the context of the specific material used.  
4C – LEVEL 
 
Figure 4.20 Level tab within the Navigation Form, Abu Ghosh selected 
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Figure 4.21 Level tab, with cross tab Related Table (context) selected, illustrating the list of contexts 
associated with that level 
Levels are the foundation unit for my contextual analysis. Their form is twofold: 
 Firstly defined by phases of occupation and, therefore, details relating to subsistence 
 Secondly defined by Areas and, therefore, specific architectural and cultural units (Figure 
4.20).  
Each level name comprises this information. In this example, the level is AG-B-Level III. This can be 
easily deciphered as: 
(Site)  –  (Area)  –  (Assigned Level Name) 
AG  –  B  –  Level III 
(Abu Ghosh)  –  (Area B)  –  (Level III) 
The cross tab relates to the associated contexts assigned to that level (Figure 4.21). For the purpose 
of this study, only context where items were found will be inputted.  
With the phases, areas and levels and their greater set of details, categories of information will 
enable questions including: 
4.3.5 5 – CONTEXT 
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT AT A SITE? 
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT ACROSS A 
REGION? 
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR ARTEFACT TYPE) UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT, AND HOW DOES 
THIS CHANGE THROUGH TIME? 
 DIFFERING CONTEXTS CAN BE COMPARED WHEN CONSIDERING THEIR ROLE IN SOCIAL 
ENGAGEMENT, SPECIFICALLY THE LEVEL OF INTERACTION. DISSIMILAR CONTEXTS MAY BE 
USED ON A SIMILAR SCALE - AN INTIMATE SINGULAR OR FAMILY SIZED LEVEL, A MEDIUM 
EXTENDED FAMILY SIZE LEVEL, AND A LARGE PUBLIC LEVEL. ARE THERE SPECIFIC MOTIFS (OR 
ARTEFACT TYPE) WHICH RELATED TO THESE DIFFERENT LEVELS OF INTERACTION? 
Depending on the excavation style, a ‘context’ is the smallest excavated unit, and as such even a thin 
lens of ash is considered a unique and separate context. For the purpose of this study, however, the 
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context will be defined as a larger unit, more architectural, at a level which could be more easily 
compared inter-site. None the less, site-specific contexts, such as the designation for the lens of ash 
in which an item is recovered, will also be recorded in the Item form.  
 
Figure 4.22 Context tab within the Navigation form, Göbekli Tepe, Level III, Enclosure D selected 
 
Figure 4.23 Context tab within the Navigation form, Göbekli Tepe, Level III, Enclosure D selected 
Each Context name comprises specific information, in this example (Figure 4.22), the context is GB-
L.III-Encl.D, and the Related Tables tab shows which Items are found within it (Figure 4.23): 
(Site)  –  (Level)  –  (Assigned Context Name) 
GB –  L.III –  Encl.D 
(Göbekli Tepe)  –  Level III  –  (Enclosure D) 
The Context Form then incorporates the following information: 
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ID Assigned by me, and incorporates both site and phasing 
information alongside context title. 
Level Assigned by me, and therefore linked to phase and area 
information 
Architectural Feature and details Type of feature, specifically related to its social function, 
further details see below 
Reconstruction / Plan If available 
Contexts are identified by their functional aspects as architectural / social units and as such, the one 
of the following can be selected: 
Cache (public) Deliberately buried / curated items found in a public space 
Cache (private) Deliberately buried / curated items found in a private space 
Communal Structure Structures which, when compared to other local buildings, appear 
either significantly larger or noticeably more elaborate. It is clear 
from the evidence that such structures have a unique function, 
separate from other structures on site 
Debris Material formed as a result of post-occupational decay, such as 
structural collapse 
Domestic Structure 
(private) 
The average architectural unit; one of many similar on site, used 
and lived in by a co-resident household unit (however that may be 
defined) 
Fill (unspec.) General accumulation defined equally as both intentional and 
unintentional at different sites  
Floor of Domestic 
Structure (private) 
 
Funerary Area (external) Burials found within the boundaries of a settlement, but outside 
the buildings such as those found in courtyards or middens 
Funerary Area (internal) Burials found within the boundaries of a settlement, and within 
the confines of a building, either in a domestic setting (such as 
under house floors) or within communal structures (such as skull 
caches) 
Hearth (private) Clearly constructed and demarcated fire installation  
Hearth (public) Clearly constructed and demarcated fire installation 
Installation (private) An intentional accumulation of material left visible 
Isolated Surface (public)  
Midden (unspec.) The areas of accumulation of settlement refuse and debris found 
on site between structures 
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Natural Accumulation 
(unspec.) 
Material found within contexts which appear to be naturally 
formed and likely the result of erosion and redeposition 
Open Area (public)  
Oven (private)  
Pit (public)  
Stakehole (public)  
Storage (public) Structures designed and used specifically for storage, either of 
food or other materials, but do not have any evidence for 
domestic use 
Surface/Topsoil  
Unspecific Context This category allows us to include material from contexts which 
have not been specified within publications. As such it does not 
represent categories comparable to Surface/Topsoil, these 
residues may well originate from specific contexts, which were 
simply not presented in the text. 
This form would then have the related table cross tab listing the specific artefacts associated with 
the context selected. The documentation of the contexts is important to the understanding of these 
symbolic items, not only on an inter-site level but to document the variation and idiosyncrasies of 
symbolic use in very specific parts of life. This is vital in understanding if there were regimented 
differences between what symbols are used in public versus what are permitted to be used in 
private.  
4.3.6 6 – ITEMS 
The comprehensive dataset above, incorporated into the artefact types, Main Motifs, and Detailed 
Motifs, should now be able to answer: 
 WHAT ARE THE CHANGES IN TYPES OF ITEM OVER TIME? 
 WHAT ARE THE DIFFERENCES IN TYPES OF ITEMS BETWEEN REGIONS? 
 WHAT ARE THE CHANGES IN DIFFERENT REGIONAL TYPES OVER TIME? 
 WHAT ARE THE RANGES OF DESIGNS? 
 WHAT IS THE DISTRIBUTION OF THESE DESIGNS? 
 HOW DO THESE DESIGNS CHANGE OVER TIME, AND ACROSS THE REGIONS? 
 ARE DESIGNS UNIQUE, OR EXCLUSIVE, TO ONLY CERTAIN TYPES OF ITEM? 
 IS A CERTAIN TYPE OF ITEM UNIQUE, OR EXCLUSIVE, TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT? 
 ARE CERTAIN DESIGNS UNIQUE, OR EXCLUSIVE, TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT, REGARDLESS OF 
ITEM TYPE? 
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 ARE TYPES OF ITEM EXCLUSIVE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT, COMPARABLE BETWEEN SITES, 
ACROSS THE REGIONS, AND THROUGH TIME? 
 ARE TYPES OF DESIGNS EXCLUSIVE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT, COMPARABLE BETWEEN SITES, 
ACROSS THE REGIONS, AND THROUGH TIME? 
 ARE SPECIFIC ITEMS UNIQUE TO SPECIFIC SITES, OR A SPECIFIC GROUP OF SITES? 
 ARE SPECIFIC DESIGNS UNIQUE TO SPECIFIC SITES, OR A SPECIFIC GROUP OF SITES? 
 DO DESIGNS SPREAD ACROSS A REGION THROUGH TIME? 
 ARE SPECIFIC DESIGNS RELATED TO SPECIFIC SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES? 
 ARE SPECIFIC TYPES OF ITEMS RELATED TO SPECIFIC SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES? 
 
Figure 4.24 Items table within the Main Navigation Form 
All these previous forms and tables were collated into an integrated, contextually linked, set of 
databases into which the specific items can fit. This part of the database is the focal point of this 
thesis and is devoted to the input of specific items and the documentation of their decoration. These 
items are linked to their context, subdivision, site, location and period in time (Figure 4.24). The type 
of information documented includes:  
ID Number assigned by me 
Site-specific ID As assigned by the excavator 
Context My larger context assignment 
Type of item For full explanation of requirements, see below 
C14 date If there is a specific one related to the artefact 
Coordinates  Specific coordinates of the artefact, if available 
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Related finds If important/relevant/significant and if available 
Dimensions In centimetres 
Colour If specified 
Raw material If specified 
Evidence of manufacture Evidence for tool marks, use wear, and/or reuse after an ancient 
break 
References  
Image of the item  
Symbolic repertoire (full details see below) 
Selection of the Main 
Motifs 
(full details see below) 
Details of motifs (full details see below) 
Grooved stones details A section devoted to Grooved Stones, with areas for dimension, 
position, and groove type for two grooves, cross section and long 
section of the item, as well as evidence for cracks or striations 
possibly associated with heating 
Very specific information is documented within the numerous menus of this form. These encompass 
the wide range of item types, the symbolic repertoire, the Main Motifs and the Detailed Motifs. 
These are more fully explained below: 
6A - TYPE OF ITEM 
Architectural Installation Decorated or Sculpted architectural feature, which was, or 
potentially could have been, an integral part of building 
construction. For example, T-shaped pillars which could have 
served as posts for roof construction. 
Dec. Grooved Stone 
(complete) 
Decorated Grooved Stones often described as shaft-straighteners. 
A state of ‘completeness’ takes into account whether or not the 
entire stone surface was worked or left rough. 
Dec. Grooved Stone (frag.) Fragment of a Decorated Grooved Stone 
Dec. Handheld Tool 
(complete) 
Decorated Handheld tools, with a clear utilitarian function, such as 
pestles, handles etc. 
Dec. Handheld Tool (frag.) Fragment of a Decorated Handheld Tool 
Dec. Installation (complete) 3D Decorated Installations not integral to the structure. For 
example, decorated slabs etc. built into benches 
Dec. Installation (frag.) Fragment Decorated Installation 
Dec. Portable Item Small decorated items which have no apparent utilitarian 
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(complete) function, such as decorated pebbles 
Dec. Portable Item (frag.) Fragment of a Decorated Portable Item 
Figurine (complete) Small portable figurines, less than 30cm in longest dimension, 
anthropomorphic, zoomorphic or schematic/obscure  
Figurine (frag.) Fragment of a Figurine 
Jewellery (complete) In this database, consisting solely of iconographic pendants 
Jewellery (frag.) Fragment of Jewellery 
Masks Portable sculpted or moulded items which could have been used 
as masks by modern definition 
Paintings Paintings or inscriptions on building walls / floors / architectural 
surfaces 
Plain Grooved Stone 
(complete) 
Grooved stones, or shaft-straighteners, without any decoration 
Plain Grooved Stone (frag.) Fragment of a Plain Grooved Stone 
Relief - Engraved 
(complete) 
A relief, usually on a wall or other architectural element, where an 
image outline is carved, but the motif is at the same level as the 
rest of the surface.  
Relief - Engraved (frag.) Fragment of an Engraved Relief 
Relief - High (complete) A relief, usually on a wall or other architectural element, where 
the image has been created so as to protrude out from a surface 
in a 3D form.  
Relief - High (frag.) Fragment of a High Relief 
Relief - Low (complete) A relief, usually on a wall or other architectural element, where 
the image has been created so as to protrude out from a surface, 
but only by a few centimetres and it still 2D in nature.  
Relief - Low (frag.) Fragment of a Low Relief 
Relief - Sunken (complete) A relief, usually on a wall or other architectural element such as 
bricks or benches, where the image has been created sunken into 
a surface.  
Relief - Sunken (frag.) Fragment of a Sunken Relief 
Sculpture (complete) Large sculpted items, neither portable nor monumental in scale, 
essentially 'figurines' larger than 30cm in longest dimension 
Sculpture (frag.) Fragment of a Sculpture 
Vessel (complete) Decorated functional items specifically containers, bowls, plates 
etc. made of stone 
Vessel (frag.) Fragment of a Vessel 
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SOME AMBIGUITY EXPLAINED 
 DIFFERENT TYPES OF RELIEF 
There are four types of reliefs which are available for selection in this database: Low, High, Engraved 
and Sunken. Each has different appearances and method of creation. In the following figures, blue 
represents the top (highest) surface whilst lilac represents the bottom (etched out) surface. 
Gradients up to yellow serve to illustrate more complex, elevated carving with yellow being the 
highest surface. 
 
Figure 4.25 a) Engraved relief; b) sunken relief, with illustrative cross section in black through the centre of 
the example, as indicated by the dotted red line 
 
Figure 4.26 a) Low relief; b) high relief, with illustrative cross section in black through the centre of the 
example, as indicated by the dotted red line 
a) b) 
a) b) 
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 Engraved reliefs (Figure 4.25) are defined by the carved outlines of images and shapes so 
that, in section, the image and the rest of the surface are on the same level.  
 By contrast, sunken reliefs (Figure 4.25) are defined as an image or shape which has been 
carved, in its entirety, down into the surface, so that image represented rests entirely 
below the surface of the rest when viewed in cross section.  
 Low reliefs (Figure 4.26) are defined as an image or shape which has been carved out of the 
surface, where the surrounding surface has been removed so that the imagery rests higher, 
in cross section, to the now new surface. This relief is still 2D in nature, protruding a few 
centimetres and whose cross section would resemble a rectangular-like outline.  
 High reliefs (Figure 4.26) are defined as an image or shape which has been carved out from 
the surface, where the surrounding surface has been removed so that the imagery rests 
higher, in cross section, to the now new surface. This relief, in contrast to Low relief, is 
carved fully in 3D with perhaps some sections even carved out of the surface entirely.   
 AMBIGUOUS PESTLES / FIGURINES 
There are several examples of artefacts which were likely the decorated ends of pestles, based on 
the range of complete assemblages found at the same, or neighbouring, sites. However, because 
this assertion cannot be 100% substantiated, such items have been automatically assigned to the 
figurine category to prevent the bias of my interpretation. 
 ALL PAINTINGS ARE FRAGMENTARY 
Due to the poor preservation of paintings, they are all considered fragments of a larger whole in 
every circumstance, as it would not be possible to say with a 100% certainty that they were not. 
 PAINTED RELIEFS 
There are several examples of painted reliefs in my data. In these instances, the relief takes 
precedence as the main classification. The painting is a secondary decorative aspect and as such, 
successive paint layers still form part of the single item.  
 6D – RAW MATERIAL 
Raw material is an important facet of this investigation, despite the limitation on published data. It 
has been included in an attempt to ‘follow the material’, as laid out by Wesimantel and Meskell 
(2014). As such, where possible, the raw material was examined contextually and categories 
included, but not limited to bone, chlorite, clay, limestone, plaster, plaster with horn, and stone. 
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6C - SYMBOLIC REPERTOIRE 
The ‘symbolic repertoire’ is a more complicated concept. This division has been implemented in an 
attempt to group each item based on the type of motif as well as divide them into levels of 
complexity by the number and frequencies of these motifs. The aim is to use this classification to 
enable quick evaluation of item complexity when comparing sites, regions and periods, regardless of 
the specific motifs used.  
The system is based upon 
three main divisions 
Which is further 
subdivided into number of 
motifs  
Then each subdivision is 
now further divided into 
two 
Geometric designs 
Naturalistic imagery 
Combination of the two 
 
1 motif only 
2 distinct motifs 
3 distinct motifs 
4 distinct motifs 
5+ distinct motifs 
Singular motifs 
Repeated motifs 
 
The full list is available in Appendix A, 4.2.6 How such a system would work on more ambiguous but 
complicated pieces, such as decorated figurines, will be discussed later in this chapter.  
6B - MAIN MOTIFS 
The next stage of the documentation was to identify the motifs used. This was split into two 
sections. The first, described here, was the use of a drop down menu listing the Main Motifs. The 
second was a more detailed examination, 7 – Detailed Motifs, which is a separate subform and will 
be discussed later in this chapter. The list of Main Motifs encompasses naturalistic, schematic and 
geometric designs.  
NATURALISTIC VS. SCHEMATIC 
 NATURALISTIC 
A naturalistic design is defined as a motif which contains almost all the constituent parts of what is 
represented. In anthropomorphic imagery, this would include a minimum of six elements from full 
body, head, eyes, ears, nose, mouth, hands and/or feet (for a comprehensive description see Figure 
4.29 and Figure 4.30). Additional selections, which also have selectable criteria in the drop-down list, 
are breasts and triangular renditions of the pubis for female figurines, penis for male figurines, the 
presence of well-formed hands, deliberate lack of head, presence of hair, and evidence for jewellery. 
In zoomorphic imagery, again, a minimum of five elements would need to be present, (for full details 
see Figure 4.31).  
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 SCHEMATIC 
A ‘schematic’ design is one where the image alludes to a specific form but it is not realistically 
rendered. Often, most elements are missing, but there are enough obvious markers make it possible 
to identify what is being represented. In anthropomorphic imagery, a ‘schematic’ human figure 
could be a clay blob with only the head and facial features made in detail but no discernible limbs 
and torso. It could also be a decorated pebble with eyes and mouth and engraved arms, but not with 
overall detail or in the correct shape. Handprints, as a disassociated element, would, therefore, be 
considered schematic. In zoomorphic imagery, a schematic bull would consist of perhaps torso, 
limbs and horns but no other distinct or discernible features such as facial features or overall correct 
shape (Figure 4.28 and Figure 4.31). 
At this point, I should make specific reference to schematic bird motifs. These often take the form of 
an ‘f’-like symbol and in all cases where an ‘f’ is present; it has been interpreted as a schematic bird. 
There are variations on this motif (Figure 4.27), but they are clearly broadly similar.  
 
Figure 4.27 A few examples of schematic bird ‘f’-like shaped motifs 
 NATURALISTIC VS. SCHEMATIC AND THE ISSUES OF FRAGMENTATION  
Whilst, in principal, the line between naturalistic and schematic is quite clear; in practice, the variety 
of figurines and ambiguity which arises when they are fragmented means that making the decision, 
between naturalistic and schematic a difficult one. As such, the following diagrams serve to clarify 
that ambiguity when looking at naturalistic human figurines (Figure 4.29), “cowrie-eyed” figurines 
(Figure 4.30), animal figurines (Figure 4.31) and finally schematic pebble figurines (Figure 4.28).  
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Figure 4.28 Diagram clarifying schematic pebble figurine classification 
 
Figure 4.29 Diagram clarifying naturalistic anthropomorphic figurine classification 
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Figure 4.30 Diagram clarifying “cowrie-eyed” human figurine classification 
 
Figure 4.31 Diagram clarifying zoomorphic figurine classification 
The full list, with descriptions, can be found in Appendix A, 4.2.6 but options for this section include:   
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- Realistic Cloth - Pelt Geometric - Lines parallel 
- Schematic Generic - Phallus only Geometric - Lozenge 
- Unidentified schematic Generic - Presence of ochre Geometric - Random squiggle 
1. Animal Generic - Use of paint in decoration Geometric - Rectangle 
2. Arthropod Geometric - Brickwork / honeycomb Geometric - Spiral  
3. Bird Geometric - C Geometric - Square 
4. Human Geometric - Circle Geometric - Star 
5. Reptile Geometric - Comb Geometric - Sun 
6. Fish Geometric - Cross Geometric - Triangle 
7. TBU Geometric - Crosshatch Geometric - V 
Animal - Carnivore Geometric - Diamond Geometric - Zigzag 
Animal - Cutting / stabbing Geometric - Dot drilled Human - Female 
Animal - Herbivore Geometric - Fishbone Human - Hair/Hat/Scarf 
Animal - Hoofprint Geometric - hand Human - Hand (as unit) 
Animal - Male Geometric - 'Handbag' Human - Head/Face (as unit) 
Animal - Omnivore Geometric - H-shape Human - Headless (by design) 
Bird - Bird of prey Geometric - Irregular Human - Holding weapons 
Bird - Land bird Geometric - Ladder  Human - Male 
Bird - Waterbird Geometric - Lines Human - Necklace / Jewellery 
Cloth - Loincloth or belt etc.   
 SECONDARY DECORATION 
Any additional elements, such as geometric patterns decorating the image (for example triangles 
painted onto a figurine) are considered a separate motif. In this example, the painted figurine would 
be classified as CXx1 Mult (Figure 4.32) in the Symbolic Repertoire drop-down menu. This is 
regardless of the imagery being either naturalistic or schematic in nature. 
 
Figure 4.32 Some very basic drawings illustrating the idea of naturalistic design as opposed to ‘schematic’ 
design along with an illustration of the use of secondary decoration that would alter the Symbolic Repertoire 
to CXx1 Mult: a) naturalistic human female; b) realistic generic carnivore; c) schematic human figurine pebble; 
d) schematic animal   
a) b) c) d) 
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7 - DETAILED MOTIF BREAKDOWN 
 
Figure 4.33 The Detailed Motif sub-form 
Within the Item Form, a second tab opens the more comprehensive Design Details (Figure 4.33) 
which allows the documentation of a far larger range of motifs. It specifically enables the 
documentation of variations of motifs, for example, zigzags which are divided into a range of types, 
which can appear in parallel rows or concentrically. But most importantly, this part of the database 
enables the documentation of number. Not simply the presence of, for example, circles on an item, 
but the type of circle, the number of circles and if applicable the number of rows of circles. A far 
more detailed level of information for more precise comparison and the full lists of Detailed Motif, 
with descriptions, can be found in Appendix A, 4.2.7 
4.3.7 SERIES OF RELATIONSHIPS 
The aim of this data collection is to answer a range of specific thematic questions, through the initial 
subset of questions presented above within each category. The culmination of these varied 
interlinking databases (Figure 4.34), and the details documented about each site, context and item, 
provide a simple platform to enable interrogation of the data to do just that.  
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Figure 4.34 The relationships between all the tables related to the seven forms described above 
4.4 METHODOLOGY WITH REGARDS TO THE STATISTICS USED 
In this type of interpretive analysis, quantitative statistics has a role but one which is not 
immediately apparent. Because I am dealing neither with absolute measurements nor scientifically 
measurable changes, many statistical analyses become unsuitable – producing results of limited 
interpretative value. However, statistics where used appropriately, can remove some bias and assess 
patterns with relative objectivity. For several of the examples in Chapter 6, my analysis was 
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improved with the use of statistics, justifying patterns observed empirically. For this reason, 
statistical analysis has been limited to the Brainerd and Robinson coefficient of similarity. This 
statistic enables qualitative comparison which has been valuable in this thesis. 
The Brainerd-Robinson coefficient derives from studies in Seriation. Seriation refers to the process of 
putting items in a series or order on the basis of their properties, though the order of interest has 
usually been chronological. The procedure was in effect invented in a famous study by the 
Egyptologist Sir Flinders Petrie (1899). Shennan (1997) and Ihm (2005) provide useful summaries of 
the earliest numerical seriation studies culminating in the pioneering publications of G.W. Brainerd 
(1951) and W. S. Robinson (1951). Making the same assumptions as Petrie, the joint project by G.W. 
Brainerd and W.S. Robinson investigated how relative dating by seriation could be approached 
mathematically. Whilst chronological determination through style often cannot be so rigidly 
quantified, their formula can more appropriately be used to provide a statistical statement of how 
similar two assemblages are in terms of style. This test is often used to discuss and compare style in 
pottery assemblages (Campbell 1992; Irving 2001). Other methods for calculating similarity include 
the Matching coefficient, Jaccard’s coefficient, Pearson’s r, and Gower’s coefficient. They are, 
however, less well suited (for example see Cowgill 1990:521), and these have been more completely 
explained byFletcher(Fletcher 2008:113; Irving 2001:160). 
Before the coefficient can be calculated for motif types, it is necessary to ensure that identical motifs 
have not been assigned two different numbers (Irving 2001:159). Careful preparation of the data set 
is needed before the Brainerd-Robinson coefficients can be calculated because the comparisons 
between assemblages are made on the basis of individual motifs. There is a further potential 
problem that this method of comparison could actually mask broad similarities between sites. If for 
example, two sites were showed very similar forms of decoration with a concentration on lozenges, 
but those lozenges were executed in subtly different ways at each site then different motif numbers 
would be assigned in each case. When the Brainerd-Robinson coefficient was calculated the 
assigning of different motif numbers would mean the minor differences in decoration would be 
afforded more significance than the general stylistic parallels. Hence, the results could suggest a 
greater distance between the sites in terms of style than actually exist (Fletcher 2008:114; Irving 
2001:163). For this reason, the data used for this analysis will come from Form 6-Items within my 
access database, looking at the ‘Main Motifs’, rather than information from form 7-Motif Details 
would manipulate the data within this very sensitive test.  
The formula for the Brainerd-Robinson coefficient of similarity is as follows: 
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Where, for all variables (k), P is the total percentage in assemblages i and j. This provides a scale of 
similarity from 0-200 where 200 is perfect similarity and 0 is no similarity. For motifs, moderate 
levels of similarity are indicated by values ranging between 100 and 160, with high levels of similarity 
from 161 up to 200. Dissimilarity is identified with values below 100 (moderately dissimilar) and 
then below 50 (highly dissimilar). Standard statistical procedure determines that these coefficients 
calculated can be rounded to the nearest whole unit with no significant reduction in the validity of 
their comparison (Irving 2001:160)  
An excellent example explaining this statistical test is presented by Peeples (2011 ), using a study 
consist of counts of 5 ceramic compositional groups from 9 sites in the Zuni region: 
 SITE DLH-1 DLH-2a DLH-2b DLH-2c DLH-4 
Atsinna 16 9 3 0 1 
Cienega 13 3 2 0 0 
Mirabal 9 5 2 5 0 
PdMuertos 14 12 3 0 0 
Hesh 0 26 4 0 0 
LowPesc 1 26 4 0 0 
BoxS 0 11 3 13 0 
OjoBon 0 0 17 0 16 
Sp170 0 0 18 0 14 
The sample output is shown below. Numbers shown in red in the table below represent 
comparisons between sites in the same settlement cluster and comparisons in black represent 
comparisons between settlement clusters. 
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Atsinna 200 164 152 179 83 89 83 28 28 
Cienega 164 200 138 151 56 62 56 22 22 
Mirabal 152 138 200 152 67 73 114 19 19 
PdMuertos 179 151 152 200 103 110 102 21 21 
Hesh 83 56 67 103 200 194 104 27 27 
LowPesc 89 62 73 110 194 200 104 26 26 
BoxS 83 56 114 102 104 104 200 22 22 
Ojo Bon 28 22 19 21 27 26 22 200 191 
S170 28 22 19 21 27 26 22 191 200 
Here we can see that assemblages within the same settlement clusters are highly similar to one 
another, whilst those between settlement clusters are not. For example, Atsinna, Cienega, Mirabal, 
and PdMeurtos form one cluster with results of 138 and higher indicating moderate to high 
statistical similarity.  
Though this measure is commonly used in archaeological studies, it cannot be calculated with most 
commercial software packages. As such, I used the R statistical package (http://cran.r-project.org/) 
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along with a script based on the BRSAMPLE (http://www.mattpeeples.net/BR.html) originally 
written by Keith Kintigh as part of the Tools for Quantitative Archaeology programme suite 
(http://tfqa.com/). All csv files were created in Excel and then run through R to produce the tables, 
as in the examples above. For simplicity and ease of identification, where shown, tables have been 
colour-coded to indicate a moderate level of similarity 100-140 in blue and a high level of similarity 
141-200 in green. Often, however, this statistical test could not be used, due to limited data in 
various queries.  
Whilst this statistical test enabled a comparison between assemblages in terms of the motifs 
employed, it does not offer a way of examining style. Indeed, artefacts with motifs considered 
identical (a schematic bird for example) may visually be highly distinctive. An additional element of 
analysis was conducted through a visual comparison of style.  
4.5 CONCLUSIONS 
The questions which my thesis addresses are multifaceted and, as such, require a complex set of 
data to be gathered and stored within a highly malleable database. My methodology is informed by 
a lack of systematic study in this area and as such attempts to incorporate many facets of data. This 
complexity is not without problems. Namely, the lack of published information in many cases makes 
it difficult to systematically or adequately cross-compare between sites, regions, and periods. The 
statistics used, though useful in many instances, are also often unfeasible due to limited data. That 
said, I feel that despite these problems, the database and the statistics serve their purpose well and 
is a viable method with which to answer the questions relating to the changes in symbolic material, 
the assemblage to which it relates, and the social and subsistence changes which occur in tandem. 
The main problem with the data under investigation is the limited contextual information, and there 
are many circumstances where my questions require a high degree of contextual detail to be 
explicitly addressed. As such, case studies are required which have that higher level of contextual 
detail to enable a more thorough and detailed investigation. These case studies have been briefly 
mentioned here as part of my methodology but are now introduced in more detail in the following 
chapter.
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CHAPTER 5 -  THE CASE STUDY SITES  
In order to assess a correlation between the florescence of symbolic material and the social and 
economic developments with which it coincides, a good level of detail is needed for subsistence 
strategies and contextual deposition. Evidence of the contextual location and deposition of symbolic 
material, in particular, allows us to consider how symbolically elaborated material functioned within 
a community and how that interaction changed – beyond the mere decoration and iconography. 
However, the limited contextual detail available in publications of the majority of Neolithic sites 
makes attempts of the latter remarkably difficult. For this reason, 10 sites have been examined in 
greater contextual detail, four main case studies, and six subsidiary sites. The criteria for this 
distinction is expanded upon below.  
Four sites have been selected as main case studies. The criteria for this selection required evidence 
for phases with over 20 artefacts across at least four specified contexts (as defined in my 
methodology in Chapter 4). Three sites meet this requirement: Boncuklu Höyük, Sha’ar Hagolan, and 
Tell Sabi Abyad I Operation I. The fourth site chosen as a main case study, Çatalhöyük, is an 
exception. The published material offers a limited contextual information which does not meet my 
set criteria, but the three distinct phases and over 200 decorated items present a worthwhile 
chronological study albeit in a more restricted way. The full breakdown criteria associated with 
these four sites, across 6 distinct phases of occupation, are: 
 
A further six sites are, despite more limited contextual information, included because they still have 
clear distinct contexts (much like Çatalhöyük, with potential intra-household comparisons) alongside 
large assemblage which, in tandem, can still be useful. These subsidiary case study sites are: 
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Boncuklu Höyük 137 8  
Çata lhöyük - Level  V-II 101 1  
Çata lhöyük - Level  XII.E-VIII 57 1  
Çata lhöyük - Level  VII-VI 113 1  
Sha’ar Hagolan 98 5  
Tel l  Sabi  Abyad I Operation I 52 4  
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This chapter will introduce the 4 main and 6 subsidiary case studies sites in more detail, but most 
importantly expands upon each site's unique architecture, settlement structure, mortuary practice; 
symbolically elaborated material, evidence for sedentary behaviour, and range of subsistence 
strategies. The two most important facets of these details are:  
 Information regarding architecture and site use in terms of contextual deposition, and  
 Evidence for sedentary behaviour and subsistence practice.  
Differing contexts can be compared when considering the role of symbolically elaborated material in 
social engagement, specifically the level of interaction. Dissimilar contexts may be used on a similar 
scale - an intimate singular or family sized level, a medium extended family size level, and a large 
public level. As already discussed in Chapter 2, considering the extensive evidence for communal 
structures, the changes in architecture, the evidence for elaborate mortuary practices, and of course 
the changes in symbolically elaborated material, the contextual distribution of this material enables 
investigation with regards to community interaction, and at what level, and how this fits into the 
broader social changes.  
Differing levels of sedentary behaviour alongside varied subsistence practice is an important facet to 
incorporate into this analysis, especially when considering the varied theories regarding the social 
and psychological change in the Neolithic, as discussed in Chapter 2. In particular, is there a 
distinction between how the symbolically elaborated material is used or perceived in different 
communities, for example, hunter-gatherers vs. cultivators vs. agriculturalists vs. pastoralists or any 
combination of strategies? Indeed, are there similarities at sites which share specific subsistence 
strategies, regardless of their chronological or geographical placement? Are there associations 
between iconography and the dependence on certain animals?  
The level of detail from each case study, as introduced here, will enable me to utilise these sites as 
snapshot of potential patterns emerging in their respective regions and periods, with regards to the 
questions relating to contextual deposition (and community interaction), sedentary behaviour (and 
social modifications), and subsistence changes (and changes in reliance on landscapes and specific 
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species). Below are my sites, divided into main (5.1) and subsidiary (5.2) case studies, presented 
chronologically within each group.  
5.1 MAIN CASE STUDY SITES 
5.1.1 BONCUKLU HÖYÜK (8400-7500 BC CAL. “PPNB”) 
 Boncuklu Höyük was discovered in 2001 by Prof. Baird of the University of Liverpool as part of the 
2001 Konya Plain Survey Project (1996) and has been excavated since 2006 (Baird 2006, 2007, 2008, 
2009, 2010, 2012a; Baird et al. 2011; Baird et al. 2012). It is a typical Neolithic mound, covering c. 1 
hectare. It is dated to c.8400-7500 cal. BC and it is clear that the site had been established on marl, 
currently sitting 2 metres above the Konya Plain, which advantageous in terms of view across the 
early Holocene plan and living in potentially marshy surrounds (Baird 2006:13). 
Occupation at Boncuklu Höyük has a distinct relationship with two key neighbouring sites, 
Çatalhöyük and Pınarbaşı. The earliest settlement at Boncuklu Höyük is partially contemporary with 
9th millennium BC Pınarbaşı. The relationship between these two sites offers an opportunity to 
study site interactions and the movement of people across the landscape (Baird et al. 2012:221). The 
architecture and local tradition of geometric microliths suggest that the Neolithic of Central Anatolia 
is at least partially the result of a local process of sedentarisation by indigenous hunter-gatherers 
who exploited the wetlands, plains and uplands of this region (Arbuckle & Atici 2013:1806). The site 
of Boncuklu is also the potential immediate predecessor of the larger later site of Çatalhöyük, and, in 
particular, the origins of the elaborate symbolic behaviours for which the site is so well known (Baird 
2007:15). 
 
Figure 5.1 Boncuklu Höyük site plan, which excludes extensive excavation in Area P (due south of Area M) 
(Baird et al. 2012:239) 
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EXCAVATION AND ARCHITECTURE 
Context Type present Further details 
Specified Cache, domestic structure, floor, funerary area, hearth (public), isolated 
surface (public), open area, pit, and stake hole 
Unspecified Debris, fill, surface/topsoil, unspecified 
Midden  
There are many excavation areas at Boncuklu (Figure 5.1):  
Building sequence surrounded by midden H, K, N, P 
Large midden areas M, O 
Geo-archaeological trenches L, W 
Sloping clay features Q 
Investigative trenches X 
The architecture is exemplified by a sequence of 6 buildings in Area K – which represents the earliest 
phase of settlement excavated thus far (Baird et al. 2012:226). Building 9, in particular, illustrates 
the typical and consistent use of interior space across the site with well-preserved floors and a clear 
distinction of space. The southeastern two-thirds of Building 9 has clean, flat, hard, white plastered 
surfaces; whilst the north-west area has a lower undulating floor, covered in occupation debris, 
along with a hearth surrounded by post holes and lined in places with river pebbles. It seems the 
north-west part of buildings were used for cooking and food preparation in contrast to the clean 
southeastern areas which were reserved for sleeping and other activities (Baird et al. 2012:224-225). 
The sequence of buildings in Area K also demonstrates the distinct and consistent use of space with 
rebuilding to the same alignment, on the same spot, and with the same internal use of space. 
Hearths are repeatedly found in the South-West portion of the house, posts are placed most 
frequently on the south wall and paintings where present are found on the north walls and floors. 
Extensive midden areas are also found at Boncuklu. These are large, open-air spaces are evidenced 
by the accumulation of organic material, in-situ burning activity, small stone hearths and dense 
concentrations of animal bones and plant remains. Middens functioned as communal food 
preparation, cooking, consumption and refuse areas but also as spaces for craft production and 
other activities (Baird et al. 2012:223-224). 
BURIALS 
A total of c.18 Neolithic burials has been recovered from Boncuklu (from the end of the 2013 
season). Approximately 95% of these were buried inside buildings, likely occurring during the use-life 
of structures. Most are cut down into the plastered floors of the clean south-eastern (Baird 
Forthcoming; Baird et al. 2012:226). All burials are primary articulated, with intact crania (Baird pers. 
comm.). An interesting aspect of Boncuklu burial practice is hinted at from evidence from the 
midden areas of Areas M and H. Burial in external areas is extremely rare but significant quantities 
of highly fragmented human skull pieces are found in middens (Baird pers. comm.). Baird suggests 
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these fragments represent the re-deposition of human skulls, thus are the remnants of distinct ritual 
activity involving the circulation of skulls outside of buildings, likely retrieved after primary burial 
(Baird pers. comm.). However, to date, no uncovered primary burials are missing their heads.  
SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES 
ANIMAL EXPLOITATION 
There is a considerable diversity of animals exploited at Boncuklu including a high number of birds, 
fish, tortoises, and freshwater molluscs. This may seem odd but reinforces our understanding that 
we are investigating knowledgeable wetland hunter-gatherers adopting and adapting farming to 
their well-understood environments (Baird 2010:12). Mammal remains consist mainly of wild cattle 
and wild? boar/pig (Baird et al. 2012:228) in contrast to the dominance of caprine at Çatalhöyük. To 
date, all wild equids and cervids are found as hunted animals. The rest of the mammalian 
assemblage represents a mosaic of exploited habitats including wetlands, grasslands, and woodlands 
(Baird et al. 2012:229). 
PLANT EXPLOITATION 
Boncuklu supplies evidence for the adaptation of early farming practices to challenging wetland 
environments which may point to the adoption of farming by local hunter-gatherer communities in 
Konya plain (Baird 2009:10). With intensive flotation of 50-100% of all excavated Neolithic 
sediments, Fairbairn confirms the regular presence of domestic cereals (Baird et al. 2011:16) and 
certified crops present in 23% of the samples from well-stratified units analysed so far (Baird et al. 
2012:230). That said, seed abundance varies widely, and wood charcoal is scarce. Thus, the overall 
density of plant remains is correspondingly low (Baird et al. 2012:229). Crop plants include emmer, 
einkorn free-threshing wheat, and hulled barley. Large seeded legumes are present but preservation 
is such that it is unclear whether they are wild or domestic. Nuts and fruits are also represented at 
the site, particularly hackberry (though not nearly as abundant as those found at Çatalhöyük). The 
presence of reeds suggests possible use in construction, bedding, and matting used to line the 
interior of buildings as well as work spaces in the open middens. The use of reeds in basketry is also 
likely, especially due to the lack of evidence for other storage facilities (Baird et al. 2012:230). This 
interpretation is corroborated by use-wear of the many bone awls recovered from the site, the 
majority of which seem to have been utilised in basketry (Baird, pers. comm.).  
SYMBOLIC ELABORATION 
The use of red in the prehistoric architecture of Central Anatolia has long been recognised (Erdogu & 
Ulubey 2011:2), and Boncuklu is no exception. In Building 9, for example, one of its later floors is 
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painted red. Interestingly, though occasionally floors were decorated with red paint, they were then 
replaced by undecorated floors (Baird 2010:11). There are other forms of architectural ritual at 
Boncuklu foreshadowing the vast repertoire of paintings and installations at Çatalhöyük. This 
includes the cattle skull installation in Building 4, which marks the junction between with clean and 
dirty areas (Baird 2010:12). These symbolic behaviours (in line with significant social, architectural, 
and subsistence changes) may suggest that elements of the new engagements with the landscape, 
and new forms of cooperative endeavours were used to promote new household identities. This is 
important in understanding the community of Boncuklu, especially given contrasts with Pınarbaşı 
where such elaborate decoration of buildings was not attested (Baird et al. 2012:234). These 
elements including the intensification of domestic symbolic expression are closely related to the 
apparent fixing of households in specific locations in the village-scape.  
ARTEFACTS 
Artefacts at Boncuklu are varied and are found almost exclusively in the large midden areas. They 
include:  
 chipped stone, dominated by obsidian, which is broadly similar that found at Pınarbaşı;  
 ground stone, in particular, incised stones;  
 beads of marine shell and various stones are common, along with a smaller number of 
elaborately carved stone pendants;  
 bone tools are also plentiful, most commonly found in the form of awls;  
 figurines have been rare finds, including animal figurines and horns alongside schematic 
anthropomorphic figures discarded in and around domestic contexts;  
 clay vessels, probably early pottery;  
 and clay objects, in comparison to other small finds at the site, are abundant and their 
simple geometric form and nature may have allowed the objects to hold multiple changing 
symbolic meanings and practical functions including simple counting aids, gaming, and 
divination (Baird et al. 2011:16; Baird et al. 2012:231; Bennison-Chapman 2014:679). 
SUMMARY 
The site of Boncuklu Höyük demonstrates a community of hunter-gatherer-cultivators, farming both 
wild and domestic plants, and exploiting a wide range of hunted species. Ritual behaviour at the site 
is distinctive, with the architectural use of red paint and installations, alongside the presence of 
figurines and highly decorative ground stone. In addition, wide exchange links are attested by the 
range of raw materials present on site. Many features typical of later Çatalhöyük seem to have their 
roots at Boncuklu Höyük, which can be defined as an egalitarian community with strong symbolic 
expression. Boncuklu will clearly supply us with an opportunity to investigate factors that are 
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implicated in the development of the symbolically elaborated material symbolism that typifies 
Konya Plain Neolithic communities and investigate how closely it may relate to the appearance and 
degrees of sedentary behaviour, cultivation, and herding in Central Anatolia (Baird et al. 2012:236).  
5.1.2 ÇATALHÖYÜK (7300-6000 BC CAL . “END PPNB AND PN”) 
 
Figure 5.2 Çatalhöyük site plan showing all excavated areas including the South Area which encompasses the 
1960’s Mellaart excavations (Hodder 2014e:8) 
The site of Çatalhöyük measures about 13 hectares, rising approximately 17. 5 metres above the 
surrounding plain (Düring 2006:130) and consists of two mounds. The East Mound is what is referred 
to in this thesis. The site was discovered in 1958 and first excavated by James Mellaart between 
1961 and 1965 (Mellaart 1962, 1963a, 1963b, 1964a, 1964b, 1965a, 1965b, 1965c, 1966, 1975, 1981, 
1998). New, ongoing excavations commenced in 1993 under the leadership of Prof. Ian Hodder, 
Stanford University (Hodder 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999a, 1999b, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004a, 2005a, 
2006, 2007b, 2010, 2013b, 2013c, 2013d, 2014a; 2014b: for example; 2014d, 2014e; Hodder & 
Cessford 2004; Hodder & Hutson 2003; Hodder & Matthews 1998). This new excavation continued 
excavations in Mellaarts South Area, whilst opening new trenches including the North Area, BACH 
Area, KOPAL, TP, and IST Area (Figure 5.2).  
Combining the radiocarbon dates from both the Mellaart and Hodder excavations, Cessford has 
drawn up a revised chronology for the stratigraphical sequence of Çatalhöyük (Cessford 2001; 
Hodder & Cessford 2004). On the basis of this analysis the sequence can be subdivided as follows:  
 Early Neolithic ‘pre-level XII.E’ to level X 7300-6800 Cal. BC, (end PPNB to early Pottery 
Neolithic in my database) 
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 the Transitional period Levels VIII-VII 6700-6500 Cal. BC, level VI ca. 6500-6400 Cal. BC, (PN 
in my database) 
 and finally, the Late Neolithic levels V-II 6400-6000 Cal. BC (Düring 2006:146) (PN in my 
database) 
EXCAVATION AND ARCHITECTURE 
Context Type present Further details 
Specified Domestic structure, funerary area (internal) 
Unspecified Fill, Unspecified 
Midden  
During the 1960s campaigns, Mellaart distinguished 15 building levels in the South Area, numbered 
from top to bottom 0 – XII (Düring 2006:142). Though this stratigraphy has been criticised, it is still 
effectively being used in the literature as an approximate indicator of contemporary horizons. 
Thereafter the results obtained in the present excavations have been fitted into this pre-existing 
stratigraphy (Düring 2006:144; Hodder & Cessford 2004: fig.1). Recently, the Hodder team has 
established their own stratigraphic phasing validated by Bayesian modelling (Bayliss et al. 2015:4; 
Bayliss & Faird 2013:235; 2014:204; Bayliss & Farid 2007:390; 2008:281; 2012:236; Marciniak et al. 
2015). I use the Mellaart system as most published material have drawn on has been referenced in 
this way, and the new “Hodder” level system can easily be fitted into the traditional Mellaart levels.  
One of the prevailing features of the Neolithic sequence at Çatalhöyük is its continuity of occupation 
over 1,400 years, without any apparent large-scale breaks in the sequence. This site served a 
population from 3500 to 8000 people (Cessford 2006). The development of the mound is formed 
through the construction of house upon house, upon the house, the mound growing in height but 
also in area, as peripheral areas increasingly saw the appearance of housing. Houses were built side 
by side, external walls abutting each other, creating tightly clustered neighbourhoods interspersed 
with midden plots. Closure and rebuilding were house specific. New houses were built seamlessly on 
the stubs of the razed old houses with no breaks of abandonment or change of tradition (Farid 
2014:96). Whilst it cannot be proven that all neighbouring houses were contemporary or overlapped 
in use, it is the case that abutting houses were usually cut down to similar heights. These 
considerations do not change the stratigraphic sequence but they do aid the phasing of groups of 
neighbouring buildings (Farid 2014:129).  
These houses then followed a very specific and constrained set of internal fixtures. Most buildings 
are oriented on a north-south axis, with adult burial more common in the northern parts of houses. 
Hearths are usually in the same part of the house, directly beneath the ladder to the roof access. The 
dirty areas around this hearth are clearly demarcated and distinct from the clean areas and 
platforms that served as the living space, symbolic area, and burial zone. Wall paintings are found in 
these clean areas, with evidence for repeated replastering and repainting. There are also differences 
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in the symbolism found on east and west walls in the main rooms in buildings (Hodder & Meskell 
2012:128). These include niches, reliefs, and installations amongst others. Mellaart interpreted 
these highly decorated houses as distinct ‘shrines’ separate in use and function from the other 
domestic activities (Mellaart 1962, 1963a, 1963b, 1998), but the current excavation has shown that 
all the houses had evidence for domestic use and that all houses had some (albeit occasionally 
limited) symbolic behaviour (Hodder 2005b). Instead, these houses have been reinterpreted as 
‘history houses’ (Hodder & Pels 2010:163). 
Allowing for status differentiation among the buildings at Çatalhöyük enables us to understand how 
the neighbourhood communities at the site may have been integrated beyond the level of the 
household and how houses may have been organised in a configuration of major and minor houses 
and via relations of dominance and dependence (Düring 2007a:146). These elaborate lineage houses 
were the central focal point of these tightly clustered neighbourhoods, hardest to reach in the 
centre of their rooftop maze. But the system which defined these neighbourhoods changed through 
time. Contrary to the initial impression of these nuclear neighbourhoods, evidence of architecture at 
Çatalhöyük features an interesting development from an early settlement form in which no ‘public 
space' exists (levels VII, VIB, VIA), and a later form, which does appear to have public space (levels V-
II) (Düring 2001:2). The ritually elaborate buildings were no longer located centrally in the 
neighbourhood. Instead, they were located on the fringes, often surrounded on many sides by open 
space. It seems individual buildings had lost their historical importance; identities were no longer 
linked to specific buildings and specific localities (Düring 2001:16). 
BURIALS  
A large proportion of the population appears to have been interred intramurally, underneath the 
platforms in the clean north part of the house, with evidence for all age groups and both sexes. 
However, only a minority, 20%, of the buildings contained burials, suggesting that some buildings 
were more appropriate for inhumation than others, and point to the fact that individuals are not 
living in these buildings must have been buried in them. The problem of why specific buildings seem 
to contain relatively large clusters of sub-floor burials, or seem to be more appropriate for the 
construction of moulded features and installations, seems difficult to answer though this has been 
investigated by Carleton (2013) and Düring (2006). Düring concurs with Mellaart that some buildings 
were of relatively high status and were ritual foci in the larger community becoming elaborate 
lineage houses. That said, he more specifically agrees with Hodder that even the most elaborate 
lineage houses remained primarily domestic structures, and there is little in the evidence to merit 
the designation “shrines.” 
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SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES 
ANIMAL EXPLOITATION 
In their analysis of the faunal remains Russell and Martin (2005) have convincingly argued that the 
caprines at Çatalhöyük represent domesticated populations, likely from the earliest levels onwards. 
The location of the site on the Konya Plain, outside the natural habitat of wild caprines, as well as 
unambiguous evidence for size diminution clearly supports this interpretation (Arbuckle, Öztan & 
Gülçur 2009:139). There is also evidence that the animals were penned both on and off site (Pilloud 
2009:27). Despite the appearance of domestic cattle, morphologically wild cattle are still abundant 
in this assemblage (Arbuckle & Atici 2013:1807). The wall paintings of humans and animals in what 
has been described as hunting scenes (Figure 5.3), therefore, could indicate the capture of wild 
animals for use in ceremonies where they were publicly taunted and killed, which would equate to 
sacrifice by some definitions of ritual killing (Russell 2012:81).  
 
Figure 5.3 Çatalhöyük wall painting on the east wall in ‘shrine’ F.V.1 (Mellaart 1966: PL LIX) 
PLANT EXPLOITATION 
For much of the site’s history cultivable land within 5km of the site was not sufficient for the food 
needs of its population, and cropping beyond the 5km radius was necessary simply to maintain food 
supplies (Fairbairn 2005:207). Small, local gardens for fresh greens, cereals, and pulses could have 
been grown at the edge of the settlement, and further afield, the mountains and uplands were more 
thickly forested with deciduous trees, predominantly oak, but also fruit and nut trees including 
terebinth, almond, wild apple, and pear, alongside acorns, hackberry, and tubers (Atalay & Hastorf 
2006:289). Although the importance of cereal agriculture is emphasised, the phytolith evidence also 
suggests wild resources were routinely exploited for food and other purposes such as basket--
making, construction, and fuel (Ryan 2013:189). 
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SYMBOLIC ELABORATION 
WALL PAINTINGS 
Paintings were, as a rule, only visible for a short period of time before they disappeared beneath a 
subsequent plastering (Düring 2006:192). Whilst I briefly examine these paintings as part of my own 
analysis, far more in-depth studies have been conducted by the Çatalhöyük team who have access to 
the full repertoire as opposed to the published data alone. Düring (2006) and Hodder (2010) have 
examined the distribution of these paintings in relation to the different houses and their appearance 
in conjunction with other significant elements such as burials and moulded features. Düring’s 
analysis revealed that whilst 51 % of paintings were located in a building with sub-floor burials, he 
could not conclude that there was a convincing correlation between the two types of features. 
Likewise, the occurrence of wall paintings does not seem to be correlated with the presence of 
moulded features either. It seems plausible that wall paintings were part of the normal set of 
practices that occur within the domestic context of every building at the site (Düring 2006:195). 
Chronological studies, looking at the overall evolution of these paintings, has been researched by 
Czeszewska (2014), and her study points to chronological shifts (Table 5.1.1), though these results 
should be viewed tentatively due to the limited sample numbers. Wall paintings changed through 
time, referring back to the importance of hunting wild cattle even after domestic cattle had been 
introduced to the site. The earlier paintings contributed to the experience of repetition and 
continuity, linked to burial, in the confines of the house (Czeszewska 2014:196). However, this study 
is limited by small sample sizes which are too small for extracting meaningful data with the 
exception of geometric motifs.  
 
Table 5.1.1 Çatalhöyük chronological distribution of wall paintings (Czeszewska 2014:190) 
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It is the meaning and function of these paintings which intrigue. Mellaart analysed the symbolic 
material of Çatalhöyük. He interpreted the elaborate buildings as ‘shrines’, and also identified “the 
supreme deity… the Great Goddess. Often represented beside her are a daughter and a young son. A 
bearded god, who is always shown on a bull, was perhaps the Great Goddess’ husband” (Mellaart 
1964b:149). The new work at Çatalhöyük has shown that much of the symbolism, far from having a 
focus on a nurturing mother ‘Goddess’, centres on violence, death, and perhaps sex. The horns, 
teeth, claws, and beaks of animals and birds are preferentially brought into the house and installed 
on or in house walls (Hodder 2007a:114). Mellaart's ‘breasts’ are filled with the bones and teeth of 
carnivorous animals. Complex scenes consist of symbolic killing or teasing wild animals and the 
removal of flesh from headless corpses by vultures (Erdogu 2009:133). In contrast to the Mellaart 
excavations, recent work at the site, clearly shows that less than 3% of the entire corpus of figurines 
could be considered female (Nakamura and Meskell 2009:206). In addition to this, a recent analysis 
shows that many of the examples often assumed to be “female” show no primary sexual 
characteristics. That fact in itself reveals a choice made by Neolithic figurine makers that should not 
be ignored (Hodder & Meskell 2012:128). 
Further to this, studies have been conducted which considers the relationship of house size, 
elaboration, and burial evidence. Hodder noted that as buildings become more elaborate (and 
sometimes larger), and as they become places for multiple burials, they keep the same relative 
amount of storage space or they decrease it. The main room gradually takes over more of the overall 
space, or there is a gradual reduction in side room space or a gradual diminution of productive 
activities (ovens, hearths, bins, etc.) in the main room (Hodder & Pels 2010:176). He goes on to show 
that these same buildings came to be used for burial by other houses, presumably related in some 
way. Buildings also gradually accumulated objects such as bucrania and skulls; these are part of their 
increasing elaboration through time. The clearest pattern in our data is that large numbers of burials 
occur in more elaborate buildings. From this evidence, Hodder considers it not unreasonable to term 
such long-lived houses that amassed objects of memory ‘history houses’ (Carleton, Conolly & Collard 
2013:1816). It is possible that these history houses came to provide or control ancestors and rituals 
for a larger kin or other group or ‘house’ (some larger collection of buildings in a ‘house society’). 
The central history houses may have had less productive and storage space because others in the 
kin, ancestral or ‘house’ group provided resources and food for them (Hodder & Pels 2010). 
RELIEFS, MOULDED FEATURES, INSTALLATIONS AND INCORPORATIONS 
Unlike the wall paintings, many of the moulded features seem to have been present in the rooms at 
Çatalhöyük for an extended period of time (as evidenced by multiple plaster and painting episodes 
on the leopards) and the large majority are located in living rooms (Düring 2006:200). Mellaart 
interpreted many of these reliefs as the Mother Goddess, in conjunction with and opposed to the 
bull paintings and bucrania. However, a stamp, in the form of a bear (Figure 5.4), discovered in 2005, 
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mirrors these ‘goddess’ installations and confronts some preconceptions about the ritual role of wall 
reliefs (Türkcan 2007:258). It is difficult to interpret the meaning of these installations though Düring 
(2006) has attempted an analysis and presented interesting chronological patterns (Table 5.1.2). 
Often thought to be imposing features, a new analysis has shown that many reliefs and bucrania had 
a vertical dimension of experience which has been overlooked. For example, in Building 1 a 
moulding on the western wall of the larger room, subsequently destroyed, clearly extended down to 
just above floor level. The placement suggests it was not meant to ’dominate’ the room but confront 
at eye level people working within the building (Last 1998:364). Whatever their meaning or function, 
these installations clearly had a long use life. Scarring on many buildings may indicate the retrieval of 
decorated installations (such as claws, horns, or bones) from earlier buildings. As an example, relief 
sculpture in Building 1 was not removed immediately, but after the house had been filled in, may 
suggest that time had to pass before it could be removed (Hodder & Cessford 2004:35).  
 
Table 5.1.2 Çatalhöyük chronological distribution of moulded features and installations by level (Düring 
2006:196) 
  
Figure 5.4 Çatalhöyük: a) ‘splayed Figure’ interpreted as the ‘goddess’ by Mellaart; b) Stamp seal found in 
2005 clearly representing a bear (Türkcan 2007:26 and 261) 
ARTEFACTS 
Çatalhöyük, with its long-lived occupation and prolific excavation, has revealed a vast array of 
artefacts. This includes chipped stone, ground stone, vessels of both stone and clay, alongside 
evidence for basketry, bone working, beads, pendants, stamps and stamp seals, figurines, and other 
non-architectural decorative items. Many studies have been conducted on these figurines 
a) b) 
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considering their context, deposition, raw material, chronological development, relationship to the 
site’s faunal evidence, and therefore their use and meaning (Der, Meskell & Nakamura 2013:176; 
Düring 2006; Hamilton 1993; 1995 ; 1996; Hodder & Meskell 2012:128; Nakamura & Meskell 
2009:211; 2013). These studies made use of the full repertoire of artefacts, whilst my analysis is 
limited to published material and is, therefore, more systematic and informative when looking at 
this artefact type specifically and in isolation.  
SUMMARY 
The site of Çatalhöyük demonstrates a community of farmers and pastoralists who still exploited a 
wide range of hunted species. Ritual behaviour is abundant and distinctive. Elaborate symbolism at 
Çatalhöyük has been ascribed to an intensification of social and material interactions. Specifically 
used in the mediation of those interactions in a large and densely packed community, with the 
impressive longevity of ‘households’ in an exceptionally large settlement (Baird 2009:221). We can 
legitimately ask whether the intensity of the employment of symbolism and imagery in the domestic 
context might relate to the character of social networks at Çatalhöyük. Defining limits to social 
networks in this sense, in and between modest villages of 100-300 people, may well have been a 
simple practice. To do so in villages of several thousand people must have involved distinct forms of 
networks (Baird 2009:222) 
5.1.3 SHA’AR HAGOLAN (7000-5800 BC CAL. “PN”) 
 
Figure 5.5 Sha’ar Hagolan: a) Site plan (Garfinkel & Ben-Shlomo 2009:9); b) Schematic plan, illustrating 
hypothesised larger system of streets (Ben-Shlomo & Garfinkel 2009:197) 
Sha’ar Hagolan was first excavated by Stekelis in 1948-1952 (Stekelis & Nurock 1972), followed by 
eleven seasons of excavation in 1989–1990 and 1996–2004 by Y. Garfinkel on behalf of the Institute 
of Archaeology of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem (Ben-Shlomo & Garfinkel 2009; Freikman & 
Garfinkel 2009; Garfinkel 1993, 1998, 1999, 2002; Garfinkel & Ben-Shlomo 2009; Garfinkel, Korn & 
a) b) 
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Miller 2002; Garfinkel & Miller 2002; Garfinkel, Miller & Ben-Shlomo 2010; Miller & Garfinkel 2002a, 
2002b). The 20-ha settlement is located in the central Jordan Valley (Figure 5.5), 1.5 km. south of the 
Sea of Galilee, and lies on the north-western bank of the Yarmouk River (Miller & Garfinkel 2002a:2). 
Sha'ar Hagolan seems to have developed in three stages. The earliest, which predates the massive 
architecture, is the PPNC known from Area G, dated to ca. 7000-6400 cal. BC (Garfinkel & Ben-
Shlomo 2009:12). About 50-100 years later, the large courtyard building complexes were 
constructed. This period, ca. 6400-5800 cal. BC was the focus of Garfinkel’s research, uncovered in 
all nine excavation areas (Garfinkel & Ben-Shlomo 2009:12). 
EXCAVATION AND ARCHITECTURE 
Context Type present Further details 
Specified Installation (private), isolated surface (public), open area (public), pit 
(public),  
Unspecified Fill, surface /topsoil, unspecified 
Midden  
Though Stekelis did not discover architectural evidence in his excavations, the new excavations 
uncovered structures with rectangular rooms (Garfinkel 1999:18). The site of Sha‘ar Hagolan 
illustrates, at least, three levels of functional hierarchy that can clearly be distinguished in the 
architecture of the site. First, the small units inside large courtyard buildings likely represented 
nuclear families and consist of a central courtyard surrounded by several small rooms. This is the 
ﬁrst appearance of an architectural concept that still exists today in traditional Mediterranean 
societies. The second level constitutes insula-like quarters created by clusters of courtyard buildings 
probably housing extended families (Ben-Shlomo & Garfinkel 2009:198). These houses were 
separated by streets, providing evidence of communal efforts and advanced town planning. This 
assertion is attested, as a very small proportion of the village was excavated and the interpretation is 
based upon a hypothesised reconstruction (Figure 5.5). There was also a 4.26 m. deep well which 
indicates advanced hydrological knowledge and engineering (Garfinkel & Ben-Shlomo 2009:3). 
SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES 
ANIMAL EXPLOITATION 
The faunal remains from Sha’ar Hagolan reveal a community which managed domestic sheep, goats, 
pigs, and cattle (Hesse 2002:225), which interestingly was preceded by evidence for overhunting 
(Marom & Bar-Oz 2013:1). Analysing mortality data of the sheep and goats suggests that they were 
exploited for both dairy products and meat. There is also a nearly total lack of aquatic vertebrates, 
and a few bird remains are mostly ducks and geese. Spatial distribution of the remains turned up no 
evidence of differential access to animal resources (Hesse 2002:225).  
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PLANT EXPLOITATION 
The presence of cereal grains, weeds, and processing debris (together with the high frequency of 
basalt grinding stones and flint sickles) suggests that the community was fully engaged in plant 
producing activities, and likely involved the use of wild and domestic cereals and their by-products 
for both food and fodder. There is also a limited presence of wild fruit and nut species which 
contributed to the diet (Allen 2002:245).  
ARTEFACTS 
Sha’ar Hagolan has large assemblages of flint, pottery, stone tools including grinding and grooved 
stones, stone vessels, pottery, fired clay artefacts, and numerous art objects (Freikman & Garfinkel 
2009:5). There were also potentially wooden artefacts (Garfinkel 2002:184). The art objects included 
over 300 decorated pebbles incised with geometric patterns and selected from hard basalt for this 
purpose (Garfinkel 1999:88) and a huge variety of figurines made from both fired clay and carved 
pebbles (Garfinkel & Ben-Shlomo 2009:3). Interestingly, we see that zoomorphic figurines are 
fundamentally different from anthropomorphic ones. The latter was made by well-trained potters 
and was made to last. The zoomorphic figurines, on the other hand, were apparently simply 
manufactured ad hoc artefacts (Freikman & Garfinkel 2009:16). Interestingly, most figurines were 
usually broken and come from debris accumulated on the building's floors or in the courtyards 
(Freikman & Garfinkel 2009:10). There were no signs of special treatment, such as burial in pits; 
most were simply discarded when they went out of use (Freikman & Garfinkel 2009:11). 
SUMMARY 
The site of Sha’ar Hagolan demonstrates a community of pastoral farmers, exploiting domestic 
plants and animals with a limited selection of wild fruits, nuts, and bird. Sha’ar Hagolan is 
particularly significant due to its impressive architectural development, with previously unseen 
courtyard buildings demarcated by communally planned system of streets. While the upkeep of 
houses was undoubtedly the responsibility of their residents, the streets’ maintenance must have 
required the cooperation of the entire community, thus testifying to a high degree of social 
complexity (Ben-Shlomo & Garfinkel 2009:198). Ritual behaviour is distinctive but limited to the 
wide presence of decorated pebbles and stone and clay figurines. Though basalt and limestone raw 
materials are locally available as pebbles on the bank of the nearby Yarmouk River, sandstone items, 
though rare had to be transported from some 50 km to the south (Garfinkel 2002:12). In addition, 
exchange links are attested by the range of raw materials present on site. Indeed, the settlement at 
Sha‘ar Hagolan has been interpreted as a regional centre by its excavators, in view of its size and rich 
material culture (Ben-Shlomo & Garfinkel 2009:198). 
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5.1.4 TELL SABI ABYAD I OPERATION I (6200-5850 BC CAL. “PN”) 
Tell Sabi Abyad ('mound of the white boy') is located in the upper Balikh region of northern Syria 
(Akkermans 1989a:16). It was identified during the wider Balikh River Regional Survey and has been 
under extensive excavation led by Professor Peter Akkermans of the University of Leiden and the 
National Museum of Antiquities, Leiden, the Netherlands from 1985 until recently when the political 
situation made work impossible (Akkermans 1987, 1989a, 1989b, 2013; Akkermans et al. 2006; 
Akkermans & Duistermaat 2004; Akkermans et al. 1996; Akkermans & le Mière 1992; Akkermans, 
Limpens & Spoor 1993; Akkermans & Verhoeven 1995; Cavallo 1997, 2000; Connan et al. 2004; 
Duistermaat & Akkermans 1996; Duistermaat & Schneider 1998; Russell 2010; Van der Plicht et al. 
2012; Van Der Plicht et al. 2011; Van Wijngaarden-Bakker 1989; Van Zeist 1989; Verhoeven 1997b, 
1999, 2004a). The site of Sabi Abyad actually consists of a group of four mounds, the largest of 
which, Sabi Abyad I (Figure 5.6) measures ca. 5 ha at its base and rises about 5 to 10 m above the 
level of the surrounding undulating plain (Cavallo 2000:3). 
  
Figure 5.6 Tell Sabi Abyad I showing the locations of the various operations (Nieuwenhuyse, Akkermans & 
Van der Plicht 2010:77) 
Sustained excavation has revealed a long and virtually unbroken sequence of at least seven Neolithic 
habitations, dated to ca. 6200-5950 BC (Akkermans 2013:34). The archaeological strata provide now 
one of the best-dated continuous occupation sequences for the Late Neolithic in the region. A large-
scale 14C dating programme showed that the observed cultural change is contemporaneous with 
the 8.2 ka climate event (Van der Plicht et al. 2012:281). Whilst synchronicity does not imply 
causality, there is compelling evidence for substantial cultural change and diversification during the 
time of climate change around 6200 BC (Akkermans et al. 2010). 
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EXCAVATION AND ARCHITECTURE 
Context Type present Further details 
Specified Domestic structure, open area (public), oven (private), storage (public) 
Unspecified Fill, Unspecified 
Operation I, in the southeastern part of Sabi Abyad I reveals many levels of well-preserved village 
settlement. Most of the artefacts within my database were found in level 6, the so-called Burnt 
Village, destroyed by a blaze in about 6000 BC (Figure 5.7). Built in terraces, the Burnt Village is 
roughly 1 ha in extent. The architecture is a mixture of rectilinear, subdivided structures and more 
open, round structures, often closely spaced. Part of the mound had been dug away along the slope, 
creating terraces, upon which buildings were placed, at different levels. Consequently, it appears 
that the floors of the upper houses must have been more or less at the same level as the roofs of the 
lower houses and one could easily walk onto these roofs.  
  
Figure 5.7 Tell Sabi Abyad I plan of the Burnt Village in level 6 of Operation I (Akkermans & Verhoeven 1995:9) 
The Burnt Village is represented by five rectangular, multi-roomed structures (buildings I-V) and four 
circular ones called tholoi (Akkermans & Verhoeven 1995:9). These tholoi may have served a variety 
of purposes, from living and reception in the case of the larger tholoi, to the preparation and storage 
of food and the stabling of domestic animals in the case of the smaller tholoi (Akkermans 2013:34). 
Whilst only a few activity areas were present within the rectangular buildings, we see a great deal of 
activity areas within the surrounding open spaces, and within the tholoi. These areas are marked by 
architectural features such as ovens and hearths (Verhoeven 1997b:19). Some buildings contained 
considerable quantities of burnt cereals, which suggest their storage in bulk. These finds, together 
with the architectural detail, has led to the interpretation of the rectilinear buildings as granaries 
and storehouses (Akkermans 2013:34). A Recent analysis of the clay sealing’s indicates that besides 
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permanent residents, the population related to the Burnt Village most likely also included nomads. 
This mobile or transhumant component made use of the site, in particular, the stored goods in the 
rectangular storehouses at specific times. Study of the animal bones seems to confirm the presence 
of sheep-goat pastoralism (Verhoeven 1997b:19).I am doubtful about this interpretation without 
any clear direct evidence though it is an interesting possibility to consider. 
SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES 
ANIMAL EXPLOITATION 
Domestic animals have been found in all main phases of occupation at Operation I. Caprines are the 
most frequently occurring species and their importance is constant through time. They account for 
about 69% of the overall identified faunal sample and for over 70% of the domestic animal remains 
(Van Wijngaarden-Bakker 1989:481). Cattle bones make up about 15% of the overall identified 
faunal assemblage whilst pig only constituted 9% (Van Wijngaarden-Bakker 1989:489). Osteological 
evidence for selective culling of caprines could be a possible indication of seasonal pastoral 
movements or mobile pastoralism (Cavallo 2000:65; Verhoeven 2004a:373). By contrast, hunting 
was less important (Cavallo, 2000) with birds constituting only a small part of the (Van Wijngaarden-
Bakker 1989:500). 
PLANT EXPLOITATION 
Various pulse crops are attested including lentil, field pea, grass pea, and bitter vetch. Virtually all 
barley is of the hulled type (Van Zeist & Waterbolk-Van Rooijen 1996:532). Of the non-cereal crop 
plants, linseed or flax is best represented, be it only occasionally by more than a few seeds (Van Zeist 
& Waterbolk-Van Rooijen 1996:536). The lustre sickle elements were probably used for harvesting 
grain. Obviously, grain, pulses and various wild species were important sources of food, but plants 
were also used for a variety of other purposes. Of the marsh plant taxa sea club rush, sedge and 
spike-rush are recorded at Sabi I and II, and van Zeist and de Roller (20002 142) have remarked that 
sedge and sea club rush could have been used as litter for bedding, and also formatting and basket-
making. Furthermore, wood must have been used for construction purposes (architecture, doors, 
furniture, vessels, etc.) and for fuel (Verhoeven 2004a:373). 
ARTEFACTS 
Vast quantities of finds were recovered from the burnt buildings of level 6, including ceramic and 
stone vessels, flint and obsidian implements, ground-stone tools, human and animal figurines, 
labrets, axes, and personal ornaments (Akkermans et al. 1996:17). Stone objects mainly comprise 
grinding tools like pestles, mortars or grinding slabs, all made of basalt. Traces of use are indicated 
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by smoothed and polished worn-out surfaces (Akkermans 1989a:285). Most excitingly, hundreds of 
clay sealings were also found, consisting of lumps of clay either pressed on the fastening of a 
container or closing this container entirely, and most of them carry stamp-seal impressions 
(Akkermans et al. 1996:17). Together with a concentration of miniature vessels, tokens, discs, 
figurines and so on, these sealings seem to have been deposited in a few rooms in a few storehouses 
only, as if in some kind of ‘archive’ (Akkermans & Duistermaat 2004:1). Crucial to their interpretation 
is the question whether they are of local or non-local origin, thus indicating use in storage or 
exchange practices respectively. Analysis of the chemical composition of the sealing clays with X-ray 
fluorescence analysis indicates that probably all sealing’s came from Sabi Abyad itself (Duistermaat 
& Schneider 1998:89). A significant set of finds are the figurines. Dozens of very schematically 
rendered human figurines were uncovered together with some animal representations. But until 
now, the figurines have been found only in the houses of the level 6 Burnt Village, and, to a much 
lesser extent, in the level 3 main building. Virtually all figurines were made of sun-dried clay; the sole 
exception is a small human head made of soft limestone (Collet 1996:403). 
SUMMARY 
The settlement in Operation I, Tell Sabi Abyad I presents us with a potentially interesting social 
setting of permanent residents living in tandem with mobile or transhumant component of pastoral 
nomads (though as mentioned this is easily argued against based on the evidence). The very richness 
of material recovered from the Burnt Village at Sabi Abyad suggests that socio-economic diversity 
and complexity in the late sixth millennium B.C. considerably surpassed that of earlier Neolithic 
communities in the region (Akkermans & Verhoeven 1995:29). The development of systems of 
control, transcending the keeping of records by memory, may well have been associated with a 
growing sense of family identity and private property (Akkermans & Duistermaat 2004:5). The seals 
and sealings facilitated that relationship between the pastoralists and the sedentary communities 
(Akkermans et al. 1996:30). The excellent preservation of the Burnt Village of level 6, complemented 
by extensive and thorough excavation, affords us the opportunity to examine the fundamental social 
and economic changes at the end of the Neolithic.  
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5.2 SUBSIDIARY CASE STUDY SITES 
5.2.1 HAYONIM CAVE (10300-9000 BC CAL. “EPIPALAEOLITHIC”)  
Excavated since 1965 by Bar-Yosef, Arensburg and Tchemov, Hayonim Cave yielded the remains of 
several prehistoric cultures (Bar-Yosef 1991; Bar-Yosef & Belfer-Cohen 1981, 1999; Bar-Yosef et al. 
2005; Bar-Yosef & Goren 1973; Belfer-Cohen 1988, 1991; Hopf & Bar-Yosef 1987; Lieberman 1991; 
Munro 1999; Schiegl et al. 1996; Stiner 2005; Stiner et al. 2001).The occupation layers are of 
Mousterian, Aurignacian and Kebaran ages, the Natuﬁan being the uppermost prehistoric 
occupation at the site with a Byzantine layer topping them all (Stiner et al. 2001:644). On the basis of 
lithic comparisons with other Natufian assemblages, it was suggested that the site contains Early 
Natufian occupations (ca. 10,300-9,000 B.C.) as well as some remains of the Late Natufian period. 
This early estimate is supported by two AMS dates obtained from Lupinus seeds in Locus 4 (Hopf & 
Bar-Yosef 1987:117). 
 
Figure 5.8 Hayonim Cave site plan of the Natufian remains (Bar-Yosef & Belfer-Cohen 1999:403) 
EXCAVATION AND ARCHITECTURE 
Context Type present Further details 
Specified Domestic structure, funerary area (internal) 
Unspecified  
Layer B contains the Natuﬁan remains of five built-up rounded/oval structures (Figure 5.8) (Bar-
Yosef 1991:83). This complex also included a series of graves and domestic rubbish near the 
entrance (Bar-Yosef et al. 2005:22). These constructions, small installations and silos, have disturbed 
a large part of the archaeological layer (Bar-Yosef & Goren 1973:51). Finds from the lower fill of 
every room, including the presence of hearths, indicated its domestic use, although this function 
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seems to have changed subsequently: one room was first a kiln for burning limestone and later was 
the site of bone tool production (Bar-Yosef 1998a:163).  
MORTUARY PRACTICE 
All in all, 16 graves containing 48 burials were exposed through a larger number of burials must have 
existed (Belfer-Cohen 1988:297). All were located outside the living and working areas, in the inner 
parts of the cave. These graves were either shallow or slightly deeper pits, rarely paved with stones 
(Bar-Yosef 1991:88). A considerable number of the burials had been disturbed or partially destroyed 
during the successive stages of occupation and reopening, as can be seen in Grave VI and the 
complex of Graves VIII-IX (Belfer-Cohen 1988:297). 
SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES 
ANIMAL EXPLOITATION 
The diverse sources of faunal evidence, in the context of other archaeological remains uncovered at 
Hayonim Cave, convincingly suggests that at least some hunter-gatherers during this period were 
relatively sedentary (Lieberman 1991:54). Evidence also suggests that significantly more small 
animals were procured at this time compared to earlier periods; in particular, much greater 
proportions of partridge and hare. It seems, then, that the change we see in the Hayonim cave 
faunal sequence presents a change in the relative proportions of slow, high ranked animals in 
relation to fast, low ranked ones (Munro 1999:41). 
PLANT EXPLOITATION 
The plant remains found in Hayonim Cave represent some kind of refuse such as bits of nutshells, 
two halves of barley grains mixed with ash from a fire, and roasted lupine seeds. All three are 
indigenous to the area, and could have been easily collected in the immediate environment of the 
site (Hopf & Bar-Yosef 1987:120). 
ARTEFACTS 
The Natufian layers were rich in lithics, worked bone items, and ground stone utensils. Among the 
bone and stone items, many are decorated (Belfer-Cohen 1991:569). Of the approximately 1000 
worked bone items recovered from the Natufian layers in Hayonim Cave, around 25% were personal 
ornaments, i.e. pendants and beads made of bone and teeth (Belfer-Cohen 1991:570). The ground 
stone assemblage was made from limestone and basalt. While limestone is found near the cave, the 
basalt originated, at least, some 30 km away (Belfer-Cohen 1991:574). Several limestone slabs 
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recovered from the rounded structures are incised, mostly with the ladder- pattern motif 
interpreted as the accumulated effects of notational marks (Bar-Yosef 1998a:166). 
SUMMARY 
Hayonim Cave represents a semi-sedentary hunter-gatherer community with distinct mortuary and 
symbolic practices. The noticeable differences in jewellery between Hayonim and other the sites in 
the region is considered to indicate the existence of distinct group identities (Bar-Yosef 1998a:166), 
and the art objects recovered from Epipalaeolithic sites have become a focal point in attempts to 
reconstruct aspects of the Natufian spiritual domain (Bar-Yosef & Belfer-Cohen 1999:402). Indeed, 
the appearance of artistic expression in the Natufian may be related to a demand for a greater social 
cohesion stemming from the major change in lifestyle during the Natufian as compared to preceding 
time periods. These new coping activities were partially reflected in the material culture (Belfer-
Cohen 1991:585) 
5.2.2 GILGAL I (9550-9100 BC CAL. “PPNA”) 
 
Figure 5.9 Gilgal I site plan with schematic outlines of the architectural features (Bar-Yosef et al. 2010a:11) 
Gilgal, a complex of sites is located in the lower Jordan Valley some 12 km north of Jericho. It was 
first discovered in 1973, following which a series of archaeological surveys were carried out by T. 
Noy and colleagues along the eastern edge of the Salibiya Valley (Bar-Yosef et al. 2010a; Bar-Yosef et 
al. 2010b; Belfer-Cohen 2010; Hershman & Belfer-Cohen 2010; Horwitz et al. 2010; Kislev, Hartmann 
& Noy 2010; Liphschitz 2010; Noy 1979, 1989, 1994; Rosenberg & Gopher 2010). Sixteen C14 
samples (mainly charcoal and seeds) suggest the site was occupied 9550 BC and 9100 BC (mainly 
charcoal and seeds (Benz 2013). 
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EXCAVATION 
Context Type present Further details 
Specified Domestic structures 
Unspecified Surface, Unspecified 
The site of Gilgal I is situated on the ridge at about 225 m below sea level. Stone circles from building 
foundations are visible on the surface and extensive excavations have revealed oval semi-
subterranean structures and associated installations (Figure 5.9), including one that may have 
functioned as a silo (Horwitz et al. 2010:265). Despite the proximity of the surface, the excavation 
yielded a wealth of material. No mud bricks could be traced on the walls and only pieces of hard clay 
were scattered inside and outside the houses (Noy 1989:12). 
SUBSISTENCE 
ANIMAL EXPLOITATION 
The subsistence economy of Gilgal I was based on cultivation as well as gathering, hunting, and 
trapping. Hunted species found at Gilgal I included gazelle, wild goat, bovid, wild boar, fallow deer, 
some predators, hare, and a variety of birds (especially waterfowl), together with a range of rodents, 
reptiles and amphibian (Bar-Yosef et al. 2010b:302). Indeed, the faunal assemblage is extremely rich 
considering the small sample size. It represents a wetter environment and a variety of landscapes, 
including grasslands, open woodlands, aquatic, and marginal, semi- arid landscapes (Bar-Yosef et al. 
2010b:303). 
PLANT EXPLOITATION 
Preliminary analysis of plant material from the silo in Locus 11 indicates the collection of acorns, 
pistachio and the already domesticated ﬁg (Bar-Yosef et al. 2010b:303), as well as large amounts of 
wild barley and wild oats (Abbo et al. 2013:816).These staple foods were presumably gathered in the 
vicinity of the site mainly during two seasons: cereals in early summer and the nuts in early winter. It 
has been concluded that the occupants of Gilgal I subsisted by incipient agriculture (Kislev, 
Hartmann & Noy 2010:251). 
ARTEFACTS 
At Gilgal I there is a rich assemblage of ground stone, lithic, bone artefacts, and importantly 
ornaments, figurines, and ‘art’ objects (Horwitz et al. 2010:265). Most ground stone tools were 
made from locally available limestone. However, some elements of the ground stone industry reﬂect 
the import of either raw materials or shaped implements from relatively distant sources (Bar-Yosef 
et al. 2010b:303). 
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SUMMARY 
The site of Gilgal demonstrates a community of cultivators, exploiting a wide range of wild plant and 
animal species, with distinctive employment of symbolic behaviour. The Gilgal project provides a 
range of significant insights concerning the nature of changing adaptations by different groups of 
humans at the beginning of the Holocene. Gilgal I, in particular, has served to contribute to the study 
of the transition to farming in the Jordan Valley and its adjacent hilly margins (Bar-Yosef et al. 
2010b:298). 
5.2.3 TELL ‘ABR (9300-8700 BC CAL. “PPNA”) 
 
Figure 5.10 Tell ‘Abr topographic plan of the excavation trenches (Yartah 2013b:20) 
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Tell 'Abr (also known as Tell ‘Abr 3) is located on the left bank of the Euphrates in Syria, about 15 km 
from the Turkish border. Before the rising waters of Lake Tishreen , it stood at a distance of about 50 
m from the Euphrates (Yartah 2013a:65). In 1992, the first excavations commenced at the site, 
undertaken by a Syrian team, but there was no mention of Neolithic occupation (Yartah 2013a:67). It 
was not until the winter of 2000 that limestone architectural elements attracted the attention the 
Directorate General of Antiquities and Museums in Damascus and a new phase of archaeological 
work began, under the direction of T. Yartah (Hammade & Yamazaki 1995; Yartah 2004, 2005, 2012, 
2013a, 2013b).  
EXCAVATION AND ARCHITECTURE 
Context Type present Further details 
Specified Communal structure, domestic structure, pit 
Unspecified  
There are two distinct excavations areas, the north and south ‘villages’ (Figure 5.10). The North 
Village is thought to be younger and is characterised by small round buildings, built with cigar 
shaped stones similar to those found at Jerf el Ahmar and Mureybet. The South Village, which closer 
to the Euphrates, is characterised by large round semi-subterranean constructions (Yartah 2005:4). 
There seem to be two distinct building types. First are four small buildings (M6, M7, M8, and M9) 
that are likely domestic architecture. In addition, there are six subterranean buildings (M1a, M1b, 
M10B, M10A, M3, and B2) all show a monumental character by their dimension. Constructed with 
stones and coated with clay, these larger structures also have decorated platforms (Yartah 
2013a:74). These buildings have been preserved thanks to a fire that destroyed the village, with the 
exception of roofs collapsed (Yartah 2013a:137).  
B2 is of particular interest (Figure 5.12 and Figure 5.11). It is a circular building, with a large central 
open space, occupied only by a central pole, and platform running around the edge of the room. The 
front of the platform is reinforced by polished limestone slabs, some of which are decorated in 
embossed or engraved with animal motifs accompanied sometimes geometric patterns (Yartah 
2013a:231). The decorated slabs are quite large and have been designated as the ‘gazelle’ and 
‘panthers’ slabs and were. Other slabs, uncovered before the excavation campaign, depict figurative 
and geometric patterns (Yartah 2013a:133). 
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Figure 5.11 Suggested reconstruction of building B2 at Tell ‘Abr, with locations of the various decorated slabs 
(Yartah 2013b:128) 
 
Figure 5.12 Tell ‘Abr, suggested reconstruction of building B2, with locations of the various decorated slabs 
(Yartah 2013b:128) 
SUBSISTENCE 
Botanical and zoological analyses from Tell ' Abr 3 has not yet been completed, but based upon 
contemporary sites of this period, Yartah suggests it is likely the community consisted of sedentary 
hunter-gatherers exploiting a wide range of wild plant resources in the valley and the neighbouring 
steppe (Yartah 2013a:65). 
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ARTEFACTS 
As with other Neolithic sites in the Euphrates, the inhabitants of Tell 'Abr 3 used flint for their 
chipped stone tools, all directly accessible in the immediate vicinity of the site (Yartah 2004:151). 
Other artefacts include ground stone, antler handles, limestone and chlorite vessels, as well as 
decorated plate and plaques, figurines, and statuettes (Yartah 2013a). The range of decorated 
material, from small human figurines to large panther slabs, is unmistakably elaborate.  
SUMMARY 
Like its contemporary sites of Jerf el Ahmar and Tell Qaramel, Tell ‘Abr presents us with an 
interesting situation. A clearly sedentary community, with complex social interactions as indicated 
by a vast symbolic repertoire, was likely supported by a hunter-gatherer (perhaps cultivator?) 
subsistence strategy. This village expresses new forms of settlement and technical and symbolic 
thought. Tell ‘Abr’s six distinct buildings can respond to the notion of community building because of 
their size and their rich ornamentation. All this strongly suggests the practice of rituals related to 
community life and symbolic Tell ‘Abr (Yartah 2012:13). 
5.2.4 GÖBEKLI TEPE (9600-8200 BC CAL. “PPNA AND PPNB”) 
The Pre-Pottery Neolithic site of Göbekli Tepe lies 15 km north-east of the modern city of Şanlıurfa in 
south-eastern Anatolia. It is located at the highest point of the Germus range overlooking the Harran 
plain (Figure 5.13). This large tell (up to 20 m high with a diameter of 300 m) occupied a dominant 
position in the area, potentially indicating that this was an important centre (Kornienko 2009:89). 
Ongoing excavations have revealed a unique monumental architecture rich in symbolism (Peters et 
al. 2014:3065). The site was first examined—and dismissed as prehistoric—in the 1960s by 
University of Chicago anthropologist Peter Benedict (Curry 2008:278). It has since then been 
excavated by a German archaeological team, in collaboration with the Şanlıurfa Museum, that was 
under the direction of Klaus Schmidt of the German Archaeological Institute from 1995 until his 
death in 2014 (Dietrich 2011; Dietrich et al. 2012a; Dietrich et al. 2013; Dietrich et al. 2014; Dietrich 
et al. 2012b; Dietrich & Schmidt 2010; Peters & Schmidt 2004; Peters et al. 2014; Peters et al. 2005; 
Schmidt 1995, 1998, 2000a, 2000b, 2000c, 2001, 2002a, 2002b, 2003, 2006, 2008, 2009, 2010a, 
2010b, 2010c, 2012a, 2012b, 2012c).  
The unique nature of the sites construction and use make it difficult to accurately date. As collagen 
preservation at Göbekli Tepe is particularly poor, and plant remains were seldom encountered, the 
majority of these ages were made on samples from sinter layers found adhering to excavated 
elements of the stone architecture. Sinter develops under quite particular conditions, in this case 
only after burial with sediment. As such, resulting ages can only be understood as termini ante quem 
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for the enclosures at the site (Becker et al. 2014:8). The current assessments date the PPNA 
complexes of Layer III to 9600–8800 cal. BC and 8800–8200 cal. BC for the EPPNB / MPPNB activities 
in Layer II (Dietrich 2011:14; Dietrich & Schmidt 2010:82).  
 
 Figure 5.13 Göbekli Tepe: a) Topographic map (Schmidt 2012b); b) Aerial photograph of the excavation areas 
in 2012 (Dietrich et al. 2012b:46) 
 
 Figure 5.14 Göbekli Tepe schematic map of the main excavation, on the southern slope and the western 
hilltop, highlighting the potential small domestic structures: rectangular structures from level IIA in the red 
squares, and curvilinear structures from level II/III in the blue square (Schmidt 2010a:240:97) 
EXCAVATION AND ARCHITECTURE 
Context Type present Further details 
Specified Communal structure 
Unspecified Surface, unspecified 
 
Architecture at Göbekli Tepe, is distinctive, consisting of larger curvilinear (PPNA) and smaller 
rectangular (late Early/early Middle PPNB) structures with megaliths in the form of T-shaped stone 
a) b) 
72 
 
pillars. The monoliths from the curvilinear structures stand 3 to 5 m high, weigh up to 10 tons and 
have been positioned in a symmetrical arrangement (Peters & Schmidt 2004:182). These pillars also 
have a variety of highly intricate decorated reliefs including snakes, foxes, wild boar, cattle, gazelle, 
wild ass, lion, scorpions, spiders, water birds, and centipedes. Göbekli is unique in that is has been 
interpreted as a site devoid of domestic architecture. This is, however, debatable, considering the 
substantial evidence for small rectangular buildings found adjacent to the enclosures which have 
rarely been mentioned in publication (Figure 5.14). None the less, the excavators interpretations 
consider this site to be a convergence point for distinct hunter-gatherer groups, normally spread 
across the region, to aggregate for specific and important rituals. There is a parallel to these ideas in 
the hunters of the American West though admittedly far removed in time and culture, where 
hunters congregated in camps that included hundreds of household units during the late summer 
when the bison was in their prime (Hole 2005:31).  
The carving of the monoliths and the building of the enclosures necessitated considerable man 
power and a well-organized community, and these structures likely served a significant number of 
people (McBride 2015). Moreover, cult practices including feasting likely attracted large groups, 
implying that food procurement had to be organised. The numerous grinders, mortars, and pestles 
found in the backﬁll suggest large-scale plant processing, but other evidence for this activity is poor. 
Storage facilities have not been found so far and remains of edible plants are rare. At this stage of 
research, however, activities pointing at cereal cultivation can neither be evidenced nor excluded 
(Peters et al. 2014:3066). Schmidt interprets the construction of these megalithic buildings as 
accomplished by a hunter-gatherer society (Schmidt 2000b:47).  
While there are clear continuities between the two main phases in the use of T-pillars, the 
construction of enclosures, and the range of depicted images at the site, diachronic changes can also 
be detected. Such changes primarily relate to a reduction in the size of pillars from more than 5m in 
height (Layer III) to the 1.5m tall pillars found associated with Layer II. There is also a move from 
circular to rectangular enclosure plans. In the Layer III circular enclosures, two large pillars were 
free-standing in the centres of the enclosures, while other pillars were partly encased by stone walls, 
with only the ‘front’ parts being visible, often with depictions of animals (Boric 2014:46). 
Enclosures currently under excavation include: 
 Lion Pillar Building of Level II (Schmidt 2002a:9). 
 Enclosure A "Schlangenpfeilergebaude" ("Snake Building") of Level III (Schmidt 2002a:9). 
 Enclosure B "Fuchspfeilergebaude" ("Fox Building") of Level III (Schmidt 2002a:9). 
 Enclosure C "Wildschweinpfeilerge-baude" ("Wild Boar Building ") of Level III (Schmidt 
2002a:9). 
 Enclosure D "Kranichpfeilergebaude" ("Crane Building") of Level III (Schmidt 2002a:9). 
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 Enclosure F, which lies on the western slopes of the south-western hill and has not yet been 
fully excavated (Schmidt 2002a:9). 
 Enclosure H, part of the new excavation opened in the north-western depression of the 
mound in 2011 (Dietrich et al. 2014:12) 
END OF LIFE 
At the end of their use life, the buildings appear to have been intentionally filled with as much as 5 
m of sediment, which yielded an impressive amount of material, including limestone chips which 
would be consistent with the use of local quarrying debris for at least some of the material (Banning 
2011:623). The filling material probably came from a late/final PPNA refuse dump (Peters & Schmidt 
2004:182). Whilst it is possible that the fill was brought to the site from elsewhere (although there 
are no contemporary habitation sites are known within about 14 km), it seems more likely that it 
was instead the result of activities of the builders who were present at the site and may, therefore, 
represent feasting activities. The debate as to the nature of population responsible for the creation 
of Göbekli Tepe is still ongoing and another interpretation is that the debris comes from the 
activities of a substantial population that was permanently resident at the site (Banning 2011:634).  
SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES 
ANIMAL EXPLOITATION 
Only wild fauna is documented at Göbekli Tepe, indicating intensive hunting in the environments 
surrounding the site. The faunal assemblage illustrates that throughout site occupation, people 
predominantly hunted Persian gazelle alongside wild cattle, Asiatic wild ass, wild boar, wild sheep, 
deer, hare, fox, and a variety of bird species. Faunal composition in Layer III indicates that besides 
gazelle (58 %), wild cattle (18 %) were a major supplier of meat too, considering the species’ live 
weight. However, its economic importance declined markedly during later occupation when 
medium-sized ungulates (gazelle, wild sheep) provided most of the meat (Peters et al. 2014:3066). 
The number of fox remains is also relatively large, and their presence may suggest a possible 
economic and/or symbolic significance (Boric 2014:47) as a source of fur and / or teeth that may 
have had a decorative character (Terhorst 2012:21). 
PLANT EXPLOITATION 
Evidence for plant material, considering the disturbed nature of the fill, is scanty. So far there is no 
evidence for domestication in the, unfortunately, scarce plant material from Göbekli Tepe. This does 
not exclude the possibility that cultivation of plants had already taken place in the early Neolithic, 
constituting a so-called pre-domestication agriculture. Indeed, people already capable of erecting 
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such impressive monuments as Göbekli Tepe must have lived in well-organized societies with the 
potential of experimenting with their natural resources, laying the foundation for the development 
of farming communities (Neef 2003:15). The site incidentally happens to be contemporary and 
adjacent to the first known cases of pre-domestication agriculture at Jerf el Ahmar, Tell ‘Abr, and 
maybe Mureybet –not to mention earlier Abu Hureyra (Bodet 2011:3).  
ARTEFACTS 
The larger artefacts such as limestone sculptures, reliefs and incised figures on limestone slabs, 
reliefs on bedrock or in caves, and pillars can be reasonably attributed to the life of the Enclosures 
themselves. But, as already mentioned all the smaller artefacts have been found within the fill and, 
as such, have no provenance. The lithic industry is dominated by flint; obsidian used only in 
exceptional examples. X -ray analysis has established that the raw material resources of obsidian 
artefacts have been found to be mostly in Cappadocia (Schmidt 2009:253). Ground stone artefacts 
include stone vessels, grinding stones, pestles, and flat axes (Schmidt 2008:171). Recent excavations 
have also uncovered decorated portable items and grooved stones (Dietrich et al. 2014:16) 
SUMMARY 
Göbekli Tepe is a unique and remarkable site with unparalleled megalithic symbolic behaviour. We 
now know that this is site typical of a larger framework in the region which includes sites such as 
Nevalı Çori, Hamzan Tepe, and Karahan Tepe (sites included my database). The architecture and art 
at Göbekli Tepe are indicative of a complex social system and the symbolism displayed could 
evidence a mindset that was conducive to achieving cultural control over animals (Peters et al. 
2014:3066). Indeed, it has been argued that the Neolithic revolution could not have taken place 
without this mental development (Cauvin & Watkins 1994). Particularly noteworthy is the potential 
evidence for feasting at Göbekli (Dietrich et al. 2012a). This implies that groups of hunter-gatherers 
(if this interpretation is correct) originating from different parts of Anatolia and northern Syria 
assembled here, possibly to share their knowledge and experience (Peters et al. 2014:3067). 
However, it has been established that much evidence points to a potential local population which 
lived on site, which needs to be further examined. 
5.2.5 TELL SABI ABYAD II (7550-6850 BC CAL. “PPNB”) 
The low, oval site of Tell Sabi Abyad II (Akkermans 2013; Verhoeven 1997a, 2000a, 2004a, 2004b; 
Verhoeven & Akkermans 2000), less than 0.5 ha in extent, is situated a few dozen metres to the 
north-west of the main mound of Tell Sabi Abyad. Extensive excavations at the site have resulted in 
a more or less continuous sequence of occupation layers down to virgin soil (Akkermans 2013:39). 
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Occupation at the tell has been dated to between ca. 7550 and 6850 BC, Late Pre-Pottery Neolithic B 
(Verhoeven 2004a:368). 
  
Figure 5.15 Tell Sabi Abyad II site plan of the main area of the level 3 settlement (Verhoeven 2004b:209) 
EXCAVATION AND ARCHITECTURE 
Context Type present Further details 
Specified Domestic structure, open area (public), oven (private), pit (public) 
Unspecified  
The excavations at Tell Sabi Abyad Il were conducted primarily in 9 x 9 m squares, and the 
stratigraphical sequence varies slightly from square to square reﬂecting differences in the use of 
settlement space (Verhoeven 2004b:180). Level 4, the deepest level, is wholly devoid of ceramics 
(Akkermans 2013:39). Level 3 has three closely related building phases and has therefore been 
divided into an early, middle and a late phase. These sublevels were closely related: taken together 
they represent one settlement, which gradually expanded in the course of time, growing from a 
central core and then expanding south. Most of the level 3 village have been excavated and offers a 
representative view of the layout of a small Late PPNB village (Verhoeven 2004b:182).  
The architecture at Tell Sabi Abyad II, as most clearly seen in Level 3 (Figure 5.15), is entirely 
rectilinear, with the free-standing buildings set within close distance of each other. There is often 
limited preservation, as well as the continual modification of the area of, made it difficult to 
establish ground plans. Some buildings are about 7x5 m and appear to have a symmetrical, tripartite 
layout with many tiny rooms (Akkermans 2013:39). The walls were built of large orange-brown pisé 
slabs and the floors consisted of stamped loam. Occasional plaster was observed on the walls. Many 
small chambers, however, gave no evidence of doorways, and most likely were accessible from an 
opening high up on the wall or from the roof. All this suggests that many of the chambers were used 
for storage (Verhoeven 1997a:2). 
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SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES 
ANIMAL EXPLOITATION 
The animal remains predominantly consist of domesticated sheep and goat. Cattle seem to have 
been in the process of domestication while pigs were probably domesticated. Hunting was of minor 
importance with gazelle being the main hunted species (van Wijngaarden-Bakker & Maliepaard 
2000). Animals were used as sources of meat, milk, blood, hide, hair and bones for tools (Verhoeven 
2004a:373). 
PLANT EXPLOITATION 
The plant remains are represented by cultivated cereals such as einkorn wheat, emmer wheat, bread 
wheat and two-rowed hulled barley. Alongside this were lentil and flax, as well as different weeds. 
Traces of bitumen work found on many of the sickle-elements from Sabi Abyad II and the lustred 
sickle elements suggest that they were used for harvesting grain or reaping flax. As with Sabi Abyad 
I, the marsh plant taxa sea club rush, sedge and spike-rush could have been used as litter for 
bedding, and also formatting and basket-making (van Zeist & De Roller 2000:142). Furthermore, 
wood must have been used for construction purposes (architecture, doors, furniture, vessels, etc.) 
and for fuel (Verhoeven 2004a:373). 
ARTEFACTS 
Nearly 300 small objects have been recovered from the PPNB levels at Sabi Abyad II, including 
ground stone tools, grinding slabs, grinders, a mortar, hammer-stones, and celts (Verhoeven 
2004b:190), stone vessels, worked bone, and ﬁgurines of human and animal made of baked clay or 
limestone (Verhoeven 1997a:2). Stone vessels represent the largest category of small finds (20.5 % 
of the assemblage). Vessels are made of limestone, alabaster or gypsum, varying in colour from 
white to pink, beige, brown and grey (Verhoeven 2004b:192). Other finds include labrets, white 
ware, basketry, and clay tokens. These objects came from the ﬁll of rooms and pits and from layers 
of debris. The majority of the finds, about 70%, came from the level 3 settlement, not surprisingly 
when taking into account that this level has been excavated over a much larger area than the other 
levels. Almost three-quarters of the objects were broken and probably discarded as refuse 
(Verhoeven 2000c:91). 
SUMMARY 
The site of Tell Sabi Abyad II demonstrates a community of pastoral farmers, exploiting domestic 
plants and animals. With level 3 extensively excavated, the site offers a representative picture of the 
material culture of a Late PPNB community in the steppes of northern Syria (Verhoeven 2004b:197). 
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Whilst many large PPNB sites in the Levant and Anatolia have provided spectacular evidence of ritual 
practices, it should be kept in mind that there are also small sites from which spectacular evidence 
of ritual is absent. Tell Sabi Abyad II is such a small, ‘normal’, site (Verhoeven 2004b:197). While 
rituals were probably carried out, this site mainly presents a picture of the domestic way of life of a 
small PPNB community. 
5.2.6 HACILAR (8282-5563 BC CAL. “PN”) 
 
Figure 5.16 Hacılar site plan of level VI (Mellaart 1970:12-13) 
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Hacılar, a mound 150 m in diameter located about 25 km west of Burdur, and was identiﬁed in 1956 
by James Mellaart, who excavated there 1957-1960. There then followed a small-scale research 
project in the vicinity of Hacılar which attempted to re-evaluate the Mellaart levels (Brami & Heyd 
2011; Duru 1989, 2012; Mellaart 1958, 1959, 1960, 1961a, 1961b, 1970, 1981; Muscarella 1971). 
The stratigraphy of Hacılar, as published by Mellaart, reached down about 5 m and comprised 
thirteen superimposed building-levels, labelled I–IX, with sub-phases marked A–D. Three extremely 
well-preserved building-levels deserve mention: the burnt settlement of Hacılar level VI, the small 
enclosed settlement of Hacılar level II and the fortress of Hacılar level I (Brami & Heyd 2011:116). 
The stratigraphic and cultural sequence of Hacılar has been reformulated (Duru 2012:1) and the 
dates 8200-7550 cal. BC for the ‘Aceramic’ and 6300-5700 cal. BC for the ‘Ceramic’ (Thissen 2002). 
EXCAVATION 
Context Type present Further details 
Specified Domestic structure 
Unspecified  
Most of the evidence come from Hacılar level VI which was destroyed by fire (Figure 5.16). Ten 
houses were excavated, four in area P and six in area Q. These were large houses consisting for the 
most part of an enclosed room with access through a wide doorway (Mellaart 1961b:90) and an 
upper storey. Each building had a raised hearth and a flat-topped bread oven and a second fireplace 
was placed near a partition that screened off part of the room for greater privacy. Some of the 
houses had large wall cupboards, in one case three niches were built into a brick pillar to make a sort 
of chest of drawers. Each dwelling also had, at least, one lean-to kitchen, lightly built of posts and 
screened with plaster next to the front entrance. These chambers contained platforms, grain bins, 
and tables. There was also a large number grinding and pounding instruments, including saddle-
shaped querns or grinding surfaces with in situ evidence of crushed wheat, peas, or lentils (Mellaart 
1961b:91). 
SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES 
ANIMAL EXPLOITATION 
A study of the few complete animal bones revealed that the Neolithic people at Hacılar kept 
domesticated dog. Other bones belong to sheep or goats, cattle, as well as fallow deer and hare. 
Most of the animal bones were too few to prove domestication of sheep, goat, or cattle (Mellaart 
1970:5). Later analysis revealed that the specimens of cattle appear to be smaller than the typical 
aurochs, and may represent the earliest evidence for domestic cattle, but this is by no means certain 
due to the small sample size (Perkins 1973:280). 
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PLANT EXPLOITATION 
Plants such as einkorn, emmer, rye, lentils, and peas were cultivated at Hacılar (Duru 2012:4). 
Though Mellaart argues that agriculture was practised (1970:5) there is no definitive evidence for 
domestication.  
MORTUARY PRACTICE 
Though no burials have been found, there were a number of human skulls in the ‘aceramic’ levels. In 
these cases, no traces of the associated skeleton was found, and the heads must, therefore, have 
been severed from the bodies and set up inside the settlement (Mellaart 1970:6). 
ARTEFACTS 
The small ﬁnds of this period consist of bone, stone, and antler tools; marble bowls; chipped stone; 
as well as clay and stone figurines and decorated stone palettes and slabs (Duru 2012:4). Red Deer 
antler was used for handles of a number of tools and implements and the ﬁnest objects are the 
sickles of which we have six complete, as well as four more fragmentary, examples (Mellaart 
1970:161). Among the small ﬁnds, the most significant are the so-called ‘mother goddess’ female 
clay figurines, the first examples of which appear already in Level IX, becoming common by Level VI. 
In the three buildings of Level VI about 80 such figurines have been recovered (Duru 2012:4). 
SUMMARY 
The site of Hacılar is typified by a community of cultivators who also exploited a range of wild 
animals. The evidence from this site is remarkable, owing to the fire that destroyed it. The 
significance of the Hacılar excavations lies in the fact that, for a long time, the site was earlier than 
any settlement known in Turkey and yielded the first information about Neolithic and Early 
Chalcolithic culture in this region. It is also important to our understanding of the origins of Europe’s 
first farmers and the spread westward of the ‘Neolithic package’. However, with an increased 
number of sites in the region, it’s significance changing which typifies the evolutions in the research 
(Brami & Heyd 2011:169) 
5.3 CONCLUSIONS 
These Main and Subsidiary case studies provide an opportunity to assess a correlation between the 
florescence of symbolic material in relation to consistent contextual evidence. This evidence will 
allow us to consider how symbolically elaborated material functioned within a community and how 
that interaction changed. Specifically, contexts include domestic structures, direct associations with 
floor, caches, pits, burials, open areas, middens, and communal structures. Alongside side this 
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contextual evidence, these sites represent a range of subsistence strategies from hunter-gatherers 
at small sites such as at Hayonim Cave, sedentary hunter-gatherers at sites like Tell ‘Abr, and, of 
course, agriculturalists at sites such as Çatalhöyük and Sha’ar Hagolan. These data allows us to 
consider architecture and site use in terms of contextual deposition alongside the evidence for 
sedentary behaviour and subsistence practice. In particular, these studies offer an opportunity to 
consider the potential distinction between how symbolically elaborated material is used or 
perceived in different communities, for example, hunter-gatherers vs. cultivators vs. agriculturalists 
vs. pastoralists or any combination of strategies. What follows is the analysis of the data collected 
and collated, as described in my methodology in Chapter 4. Alongside is an in-depth analysis of my 
case studies, as presented here, looking more closely at the contextual distributions and 
implications.   
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CHAPTER 6 -  DATA ANALYSIS 
This thesis has, so far, introduced the complex picture of the Neolithic in the South-West Asia; 
namely, the significant developments of increased sedentary behaviour, cultivation, animal 
management, herding and domestication. Alongside these subsistence changes, as described in 
Chapter 2, there have been parallel changes in domestic structures, the appearance and use of 
communal structures, changes in mortuary practice, site size, and indeed population size. In tandem 
with these social changes, there have been distinctive changes in the range and distribution of 
symbolically elaborated material, both in terms of the types of artefacts elaborated and the range of 
motifs employed. The theoretical implications of the changes in symbolically elaborated material 
have been addressed in Chapter 3, and a plan formulated to investigate these changes has been 
presented in methodology (Chapter 4). The interrogation of this database now forms this analysis, 
and the questions considered here address the significant developments already discussed in 
relation to the Neolithic of South-West Asia. Specific patterns, where data is limited, are further 
examined in closer detail through the use of Main and Subsidiary case studies; introduced in Chapter 
5 and further analysed below. 
6.1 THE QUESTIONS 
It is worth considering how symbolic behaviour relates to the development of sedentism, agriculture 
and domestication. This is especially so when considering regional developments, chronological 
change, levels of sedentism, the range of subsistence changes and evidence for domestic and 
communal employment of motifs, alongside previous work and theories about the ‘Neolithic 
revolution’. 
The question needs to be broken down into its constituent parts. This has already been discussed in 
methodology (Chapter 4) and is as follows:  
1. Which motifs appear in the Neolithic? 
2. On what range and type of items do these motifs appear? 
3. Is there a relationship between certain motifs, types of items and particular periods of 
time?  
4. Is there a relationship between certain motifs, types of items and particular 
regions/areas? 
5. How do regional developments circumscribe chronological patterns identified and how 
does this change the overall relationship between these patterns? 
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6. Accounting for chronological and regional patterns — in what contexts do these motifs 
and types of items appear, and is there a specific relationship between the motifs, 
types of items and these contexts? 
7. Based on this contextual relationship, is there a relationship between specific motifs, 
types of items, and particular locations, size and types of sites? 
8. Is there a relationship between certain subsistence strategies and certain motifs? 
9. Is there a correlation between taxa consumed, and motifs? 
The limitation of the interrogating capabilities of the database and the data could, potentially, 
restrict our ability to answer these questions. Therefore, this analysis chapter configures the data in 
a way that enables smaller questions to be answered; these, accumulatively, answer the thematic 
questions above. How the ‘smaller’ questions are formed and which part of the database directly 
addresses them can be found in Chapter 4.  
This chapter moves from those questions requiring the least complex interlinked data through to 
those needing the most complex data integration. Due to space constraints within the graphs, the 
following abbreviations have been used where necessary: 
Epipal Epipalaeolithic NL Northern Levant SL Southern Levant 
CA Central Anatolia NM Northern Mesopotamia SM Southern Mesopotamia 
CY Cyprus SEA South-Eastern Anatolia WA Western Anatolia 
6.2 THE 52 SITES IN THE DATASET 
My dataset consisted of 2507 artefacts from 52 sites, 20 of which are multi-period. This translates 
into 127 distinct phases of occupation, 87 of which contain artefacts in my dataset. These 52 sites 
are spread across 8 arbitrary regions and can be divided into 7 site types (Figure 6.2.1). Though there 
are a vast number of relevant and data-laden sites, the decision was made to prioritise those chosen 
whilst still ensuring a range of criteria, incorporating sites of various sizes and subsistence strategies, 
over a wide region throughout the periods. The full corpus of Neolithic data could not be included 
and has resulted in the exclusion of many sites. Where appropriate and in order to more fully 
describe the trends, the results of this analysis will be discussed in relation to the wider assemblages 
of Neolithic South-West Asia.  
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Figure 6.2.1 Distribution of sites: a) across the region; b) by site type 
6.3 OVERALL CHRONOLOGY USED IN THIS STUDY 
The 52 sites under investigation offer a sound chronological sample (Figure 6.3.1). The chronology I 
have used is based on the ‘period’ assigned by the original excavator which, for the most part, is 
derived from absolute dates alongside artefactual and cultural indicators. In this thesis (see Chapter 
4) I use the terminology of the Levantine system (PPNA, PPNB, PPNC, PN etc.) to enable ease of 
discussion.  However, complications with regards to this chronology have arisen during my analysis. 
For one, there is the disparity of the PPNC which is unique to the southern regions and which is 
synchronous with the start of the PN in the northern regions. To counteract potential confusion, the 
three PPNC sites have been re-categorised as PN in a broader ‘PN’ grouping to avoid this 
north/south divide. ‘Ain Ghazal is the only site with PPNC artefacts in my database though two other 
sites have PPNC phases with no artefacts – Çayönü Large Building phase and Sha’ar Hagolan PPNC 
phase.  
Another complication associated with these ‘periods’ is the ambiguity of cultural subdivisions in 
relation to absolute dates with wide margins of error. Indeed, sites which have been defined as 
early, middle or late PPNB, whilst clearly understood as culturally distinct by the excavators, overlap 
when considered by their absolute dates. Therefore, for the purpose of this study — to avoid any 
potential misinterpretation — the PPNB shall be viewed as one unit. My attempt to mitigate 
potential problems in my analysis has resulted in skewed data. There is an overwhelming numerical 
bias towards the larger group of PPNB sites, with 56 distinct phases comprising 41% of the total 
assemblage (Figure 6.3.2). None-the-less, I feel that the data is substantial enough across all periods 
to prove useful in chronological analysis and, where appropriate, ratios per site will be used for 
analysis rather than absolute numbers to compensate for the PPNB numerical dominance. 
a) b) 
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Figure 6.3.1. All phases under investigation ordered chronologically by earliest date 
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Figure 6.3.2 Number of phases within each of my assigned periods 
6.4 SITE SIZES VARIABILITY 
          
Figure 6.4.1 a. Distribution of sites by site size; b. Distribution of sites by percentage excavated 
  
Table 6.4.1 Data of phases in relation to site size by region and period 
Of the 52 sites under investigation, 40 are less than 4 hectares in size, whilst only 12 are greater 
(Figure 6.4.1). As such, site sizes do not seem to correspond to specific chronological change, in that 
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small sites dominate throughout the periods under investigation. That said, it is noted that larger 
sites (25000+ m
2
) appear first in the PPNA, but only occur in significant numbers in the PPNB and PN. 
Indeed, 50000+ m
2
 sites are found only in the PPNB and PN. These largest sites appear throughout 
the region with the exception of Southern Mesopotamia and Cyprus (which is understandable due to 
limited site data from these regions), and interestingly Western Anatolia (Table 6.4.1).  
The 52 sites also include differing excavation proportions, ranging from sites merely surveyed 
through to sites which have been completely excavated. For example, Nahal Hemar a small cave site 
which has been completely excavated, Ali Kosh, a huge tell investigated via one small trench: they 
represent the extremes of the scale 100% and 0.18% respectively. A third type is represented by 
sites like Gürcütepe, which have only been surveyed, and for the purpose of this study are reflected 
as 0.01% excavated. In all cases, the site size was taken from the excavators estimates. However, 
many of these sites are multi-period sites where the full extent of the Neolithic is hidden. Others 
have been weathered and damaged by erosional process. Most have complicated and intricate 
stratigraphies with no clear understanding of whether all structures were built and used 
simultaneously. These factors limit accurate site measurement and calculations and, therefore, 
distort the values when considering artefact density.  
6.4.1 SITE SIZE IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE 
The distribution of artefact type shows no clear significant differences between assemblages at sites 
of different sizes. This is further substantiated by statistical analysis (using the Brainerd-Robinson 
Coefficient, see Chapter 4). The only interesting trends centre on the distribution of paintings and 
architectural installations. Paintings, though found at various sites, seem to be more common at 
larger sites — greater than 10000m
2
, architectural installations seem to be prevalent in medium-
sized sites — c. 70000m
2
. Regional and chronological distribution reveal some overall trends. The 
graphs associated with this analysis can be found in Appendix B. 
 
Figure 6.4.2 Statistical analysis of artefact types in relation to site size 
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Figure 6.4.3 Distribution of artefact type in relation to site size 
 
Figure 6.4.4 Population of artefact type in relation to site size 
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SITE SIZE IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE BY REGION AND PERIOD 
In Central Anatolia (Figure B.6.4.2 and Figure B.6.4.3), there is only one Epipalaeolithic site, 
Pınarbaşı, which has a limited assemblage. The PPNB sees the largest amount of symbolically 
elaborated material which comes from medium-sized sites, specifically Boncuklu Höyük. In the PN it 
is the larger sites that have far more material; probably the result of the large data set from 
Çatalhöyük. The larger data set from these two sites, (my case studies) skews the overall patterns 
seen in this region. However, it is interesting to note that decorated grooved stones are only 
associated with smaller sites of the Epipalaeolithic and PPNB, whilst figurines become more 
prevalent in the larger sites of the PPNB, PPNC and PN. Relief and paintings are found mostly at the 
larger sites of the PPNB and PN, again as the result of data from Çatalhöyük. 
Cypriot data (Figure B.6.4.4) is limited and stems from relatively small sites from the PPNB and PN. 
The range of artefacts at these sites is not dissimilar, the only clear difference is the presence of 
painting and relief at the larger PPNB site. Notably, there is far more PPNB material than PN and of a 
larger range. Southern Mesopotamia has limited data (Figure B.6.4.1). 
The Northern Levant (Figure B.6.4.6 and Figure B.6.4.7) has evidence from a range of small and large 
sites from each period. What is clear is that even when data is limited, small sites seem to have a 
similar range of artefact types, despite their often smaller assemblages. Architectural installations 
are associated with the larger sites of the PPNB, but their presence at much smaller sites in the same 
period points to a chronological trend, rather than a site size one. The disappearance of decorated 
grooved stones after the PPNA also points to chronological change as such items are found at many 
differing sizes of sites. What is notable is the large amount of symbolically elaborated material, from 
all site sizes from the PPNA, as compared to similar sites site range, and indeed much larger sites, in 
the PPNB. Whilst there is an increase of material in the PN, the reduced range of artefact types 
witnessed in the PPNB continues into this later period and the distribution of artefacts could be said 
to be similar.  
Northern Mesopotamia (Figure B.6.4.14) has an interesting distribution of a reasonable range of 
artefacts in the Epipalaeolithic and PPNB, whilst the PPNA, across all site sizes, has a reduced range 
of artefacts.  
South-Eastern Anatolia (Figure B.6.4.8 and Figure B.6.4.9), likewise, has a good distribution of 
artefact types suggesting no disparity based on size or period. There is a rough trend whereby larger 
sites have, unsurprisingly, larger assemblages, but the very largest of each period has a noticeably 
smaller number of artefacts types with a unique presence of architectural installations. How much of 
this reflects a trend associated with site size, or an overall trend relating to site use? This will be 
discussed further in relation to the contextual analysis.  
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Southern Levantine sites (Figure B.6.4.10 and Figure B.6.4.11) have no clear patterning, small sites 
may have similar amounts of material to much larger sites, but those whose size is in between are 
more limited. What is evident looking at the material is that, despite the presence of sculpture at the 
larger sites of the PPNB, namely those found at ‘Ain Ghazal (Figure 6.4.5), all the assemblages 
appear remarkably standardised across sizes and periods.  
 
Figure 6.4.5 ‘Ain Ghazal Item number 802 plaster statue including schematic drawing where hashed lines 
represent reconstruction, the scale measures 20cm (Egan & Bikai 1998:585; Grissom 2000:27) 
Western Anatolia (Figure B.6.4.12 and Figure B.6.4.13) has a distinctive pattern which is probably 
due to the limited sites from this region. We have a single Epipalaeolithic site, Ökuzini, with a limited 
range of artefact types, whilst, by contrast, the PN has an impressive number and range of artefacts 
though significantly dominated by figurines.  
6.4.2 SITE SIZE IN RELATION TO MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY AND DENSITY 
Analysis of motif complexity associated with differing site sizes shows little size specific variability 
(Figure B.6.4.15 and Figure B.6.4.16) and statistical analysis confirms this (Figure B.6.4.17). Graphs 
relating to this analysis are found in Appendix B (Figure B.6.4.18 to Figure B.6.4.31). Certain trends 
are the result of small assemblages and limited data, which skews the patterns. It is clear that 
potentially distinct patterns are instead linked more closely to regional and chronological trends, 
which are irrespective of site size. These trends are similar to those already seen when looking at 
artefact distribution. Discussion, therefore, would be useless at this level. Far more useful would be 
the consideration of precise motifs.  
6.4.3 SITE SIZE IN RELATION TO MAIN MOTIF 
Overall there is little variation between the assemblages of sites of differing sizes. The smallest sites 
have a very limited range, mostly geometric, whereas the larger sites have a wide range (Figure 
B.6.4.32 and Figure B.6.4.33). The largest seem to be dominated by naturalistic motifs specifically 
with few geometric motifs. If regional differences are taken into consideration when looking at site 
size, there are some interesting patterns which could point to distinct site size association. On closer 
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examination, the distribution of Main Motifs, as evident when looking at the statistical analysis, 
shows that smaller sites are more similar to each other (Figure B.6.4.34). There are greater variety 
and dissimilarity as sites increase in size. That said there is still a good amount of similarity across all 
sites. When looking at them separately through time and across the region, there are some specific 
regional patterns. Graphs associated with this analysis can be found in Appendix B. 
SITE SIZE IN RELATION TO MOTIF TYPE BY REGION AND PERIOD 
Regionally there appear to be two trends. The first points to an increase in motif range, by site size, 
in most periods, in Central and South-Eastern Anatolia.  
Within that Central Anatolia, we have instead increase of motif range through time (Figure B.6.4.35 
and Figure B.6.4.36). This analysis is limited, however, as discussed above, due to the limited 
number of sites per period, namely Epipalaeolithic Pınarbaşı (Figure 6.4.6), geometric motif rich 
PPNB Boncuklu (Figure 6.4.6), and the PN elaborate paintings of Çatalhöyük (Figure 6.4.7). The trend 
discussed in 6.4.1 above, of increase artefact types, relates directly to this increased range of motifs. 
 
Figure 6.4.6 a) Pınarbaşı Item number 1989 (Baird 2012b:213); b) Boncuklu Item number 59 (author's own); c) 
Boncuklu Item number 61 (author's own) 
 
Figure 6.4.7 Çatalhöyük wall painting on the main section of the north wall of ‘shrine’ F. V. I with details 
below (Hodder 2004b:41; Mellaart 1966:PL LIV) 
a) b) c) 
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This trend is true also for South-Eastern Anatolia, which has an interesting pattern (Figure B.6.4.41 
and Figure B.6.4.42). In the PPNA site size corresponds to the range of motifs. Overall, sites are 
larger in the PPNA, with a general shift from geometric motifs to naturalistic ones, but that said 
there does not appear to be a vast discrepancy between site size and changes in motif range; which 
seems instead to correlate with chronological changes. This is true, in part, in Northern 
Mesopotamia, Cyprus, Northern and Southern Levant, and Western Anatolia (Figure B.6.4.46).  
In Cyprus there is little discrepancy between the range of motifs between differing periods; this is, 
without question, due to the limited number of sites (Figure B.6.4.37). What is noticeable is that the 
smaller PN sites have a limited motif range.  
The Northern Levant also follows the overall chronological trends (Figure B.6.4.38 and Figure 
B.6.4.39). All the PPNA sites, regardless of size, have a similar range of items and there is no obvious 
variability based upon size. The PPNB sites are equally similar, though with smaller numbers. 
Proportionally, there are more naturalistic motifs in this period. The PN sees a continuation of this 
restricted naturalistic trend. Northern Mesopotamia has limited data, but it is interesting to see that 
the Epipalaeolithic and PPNB sites have a significantly larger motif range than the PPNA sites. This is 
in contrast with overall trends (Figure B.6.4.40).  
The Southern Levant is particularly informative, with many varied site sizes across the periods 
(Figure B.6.4.44 and Figure B.6.4.45). Whilst there are some unique elements, overall we see a 
restricted range of motifs and a predominance of naturalistic motifs; this does not vary between site 
sizes across the periods. Western Anatolia follows the overarching trends, with limited and small 
sites in the Epipalaeolithic, varied and complex sites in the PPNB and PN. The exception is the largest 
PN site which, while limited, still fits within the profile. Southern Mesopotamia has limited data 
(Figure B.6.4.43). 
6.4.4 SUMMARY OF SITE SIZE VARIABILITY 
 ARE SPECIFIC ARTEFACT TYPES RELATED TO DIFFERENT SIZES OF SITES? 
The analysis reveals that whilst there may be a correlation between artefact type and site size, 
potential distinct patterns are more likely linked to regional and chronological trends, irrespective of 
site size; there are no clear relationships between artefact types and sites of different sizes. The only 
interesting trends centre on the distribution of paintings, architectural installations and in some 
cases sculptures. These types dominate medium and large sites but are almost completely absent 
from smaller ones. This is true for large PPNA sites in South-Eastern Anatolia; as well as the large PN 
sites in Central Anatolia, and PPNB sites in Cyprus, Northern Levant, South-Eastern Anatolia, and the 
Southern Levant. Further analysis will investigate how much this might reflect a trend based on site 
size, as opposed to site use, or even unique contexts found only at larger sites.  
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 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS UNIQUE TO DIFFERENT SIZES OF SITES OF SITES? 
Looking at the motifs employed, regardless of the artefact type on which they are deployed, we 
notice that larger sites have significantly more imagery. Specifically, PPNA South-Eastern Anatolia, 
PPNB Western Anatolia, and PN Central Anatolia; these larger sites have a far larger range of motifs 
than the smaller sites. By contrast, the Levantine and Mesopotamian regions show little disparity 
between site sizes when looking at Main Motif distribution. In these regions, at least, the differences 
seeming to indicate chronological trends associated with site size. Again, we are faced with the 
question: how much does this reflect a trend based on site size, as opposed to site use, or even 
unique contexts, found only at larger sites? This needs to be answered with further analysis below. 
6.5 ARTEFACT TYPES 
6.5.1 DISTRIBUTION OF ARTEFACT TYPES OVERALL  
Whilst we have a representative sample of each artefact, there are clearly dominant types (Figure 
6.5.1). Figurines make up 49.7% of my dataset, next are decorated portable items at 16.2%, then 
vessels at 5.1% (ignoring plain grooved stones which are not a decorated item). The figurines, both 
in stone and clay, are interesting — easily made, easy to carry. 72% of them are fragmented — 
broken, discarded. Could their fragility, of the clay examples, at least, explain their high numbers —
relief and architecture being more durable? Are the fragmented stone figurines broken in the same 
manner and for the same reasons as their clay counterparts? The high numbers of fragmented stone 
figurines suggest, instead, that there is a very specific use-life for these artefacts, which appear to be 
deliberately broken and discarded. This will be discussed below in the contextual analysis. 
 
Figure 6.5.1 Distribution of artefact types 
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6.5.2 DISTRIBUTION OF ARTEFACT TYPES BY REGION (BY RATIO) 
Looking at the artefact assemblage across the region, we see a relatively homogeneous range of 
items. There are some limitations, with only three Cypriot sites and one Southern Mesopotamian 
site. This, however, is excavation bias rather than a valid representation of Neolithic occupation in 
those regions. Looking solely at the other six better-represented regions almost all artefact types are 
represented (Figure 6.5.2). But item numbers are misleading due to an over-representation in 
certain periods and regions. The ratio of artefacts — the artefact number totals divided by the 
number of sites per region — reveals that whilst there is a larger assemblage in the Southern Levant; 
Anatolia has, considering the smaller assemblage size, a far higher proportion of elaborate artefact 
types (Figure 6.5.4).  
Looking at this data regionally, it is interesting to see that statistically (Figure 6.5.3); the six regions 
(excluding Cyprus and Southern Levant which have limited assemblages) are considered to be 
similar. The exception is Western Anatolia, which is only similar to Central Anatolia and, 
interestingly, the Southern Levant. There are some interesting regional trends:  
 Architectural installations are unique to the central part of the fertile crescent, specifically 
the Northern Levant, Northern Mesopotamia, and South-Eastern Anatolia. 
 Paintings are most prevalent in Central Anatolia. 
 Reliefs, of either stone or plaster, are restricted to South-Eastern Anatolia, Central Anatolia, 
and Northern Levant. 
 Sculpture, specifically in stone, seems to be most common in South-Eastern Anatolia. 
 Stone vessels, surprisingly, are almost completely missing from Central Anatolia, Southern 
Levant, and Western Anatolia. 
 Figurines are common in all regions but are especially prolific in Western Anatolia, Central 
Anatolia, and the Southern Levant. 
 Grooved stones, as well as decorated portable items, are also very common in Central 
Anatolia, with a remarkable number specifically from my case study Boncuklu Höyük. Whilst 
this is in part due to direct access to the assemblage, the proportion of decorated grooved 
stone and portable items is remarkable considering the small area excavated to date. 
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NUMBER: 
 
Figure 6.5.2 Distribution of artefact types by region (total numbers) 
 
Figure 6.5.3 Statistical analysis of artefact type by region 
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RATIO: 
 
Figure 6.5.4 Distribution of artefact types by region (by ratio) 
6.5.3 DISTRIBUTION OF ARTEFACT TYPES BY PERIOD (BY RATIO) 
The ratios of artefacts types (artefact numbers divided by a number of sites) provide a greater 
understanding of chronological development. We see that the highest frequency of artefacts is in 
the PPNA, with a PPNB decline, and a rise again in the PN (Figure 6.5.5). Whilst the PPNB has a 
representative example of each artefact type, the PPNA has higher numbers. The PPNB instead sees 
a marked increase in figurines. The PN increase represents slightly reduced assemblage variation, 
with an increase of numbers largely due to figurines. Statistically, we see a clear chronological 
progression (Figure 6.5.6); detached from the other variables, we see a clear chronological trend.  
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Figure 6.5.5 Distribution of artefact type by period (by ratio) 
 
Figure 6.5.6 Statistical analysis of artefact type by period 
Looking at specific artefact types, we can plot their development over time. A summary of those 
developments are as follows: 
DECREASE OVER TIME –  EXAMINED BY RATIO 
 Architectural installations are absent in the Epipalaeolithic, peak in frequency in the PPNA, 
and disappear by the PN (Figure 6.5.8). 
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 Decorated grooved stones appear in Epipalaeolithic, and like Architectural installations, 
increase in frequency in the PPNA, decrease back to Epipalaeolithic levels in the PPNB, and 
finally becoming rare in the PN (Figure 6.5.8). 
 Decorated handheld tools, prevalent in the Epipalaeolithic and PN, are far less so at other 
times. It is a unique pattern compared to the other artefacts (Figure 6.5.9). 
 Decorative installations, just like the architectural installations, appear in the Epipalaeolithic 
(in the data represented by the incised limestone slabs from Hayonim, Figure 6.5.7), peak in 
both the PPNA and PN (Figure 6.5.9). 
 Engraved reliefs, like architectural and decorative installation counterparts, first appear and 
peak in the PPNA, decreasing significantly in the PPNB, finally increasing slightly in the PN 
(Figure 6.5.10). 
 Stone vessels are most common in the PPNA, with low numbers in all other periods (Figure 
6.5.10). 
 Decorated portable items are most common in the PPNA, but there are steady numbers 
through the other periods (Figure 6.5.11). 
 
Figure 6.5.7 Item number 1140, Incised limestone slab from Hayonim (Bar-Yosef & Belfer-Cohen 1999) 
         
Figure 6.5.8 Trend by period (by ratio) of: a) architectural installations; b) decorated grooved stones 
a) b) 
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Figure 6.5.9 Trend by period (by ratio) of: a) decorated handheld tools; b) decorated installations 
          
Figure 6.5.10 Trend by period (by ratio) of: a) engraved relief; b) vessel 
  
Figure 6.5.11 Trend of decorated portable items by period (by ratio) 
INCREASE OVER TIME –  EXAMINED BY RATIO 
 Figurines increase exponentially through time (Figure 6.5.13). 
 Masks are rare (Figure 6.5.13), with evidence only from a single example from the PPNB 
Nahal Hemar in Southern Levant (Figure 6.5.12). 
 Paintings are absent in Epipalaeolithic, increasing steadily through the PPNA and PPNB, with 
a dramatic peak in the PN. This PN peak is almost entirely due to the evidence from 
Çatalhöyük in Central Anatolia (Figure 6.5.14). 
a) b) 
a) b) 
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 Other forms of relief appear in the PPNA, decreasing in the PPNB, and like paintings peaks 
dramatically in the PN. Whilst an interesting trend, it is less than 1 per site in terms of ratio 
(Figure 6.5.14). 
 Sculptures are interesting as they appear in the PPNA and PPNB only, but are very limited 
(Figure 6.5.15).  
 Jewellery peaks in the PPNA, but is none the less rare throughout (Figure 6.5.15). 
 
Figure 6.5.12 Item number 1853, mask from Nahal Hemar (Bar-Yosef & Alon 1988:22 and PL X) 
         
Figure 6.5.13 Trend by period (by ratio) of: a) figurines; b) masks 
          
Figure 6.5.14 Trend by period (by ratio) of, a) paintings; b) relief (high, low, and sunken) 
a) b) 
a) b) 
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Figure 6.5.15 Trend by period (by ratio) of: a) sculpture; b) jewellery 
6.5.4 DISTRIBUTION OF ARTEFACT TYPES BY REGION AND PERIOD (BY RATIO) 
Looking at the overall regional trends, the Epipalaeolithic can be characterised by vessels, plain 
grooved stones, decorated portable items and a few decorative installations found in the form of 
incised slabs from Hayonim Cave. There are no large or architectural elements. The PPNA sees an 
expansion of this repertoire, now including larger elements such as architectural installations and 
reliefs. The PPNB, by contrast, witnesses a great expansion and change. Plain grooved stones are still 
common, but items such as figurines, decorative installations, and decorated portable items increase 
dramatically. There is now a complete complement of artefact types, which was missing in the PPNA 
and Epipalaeolithic. The PN shows a decrease in assemblage numbers, but with an overall similar 
range as the PPNB. Previously dominant items such as vessels, architectural installations, and reliefs 
diminish or disappear and instead there is now a specific and standardised focus on decorated 
portable items, figurines, and paintings. 
Looking at these chronological changes regionally we see that: 
In the Epipalaeolithic (Figure 6.5.16), there are no decorative architectural elements, masks, 
paintings, reliefs, sculptures across the region. All Anatolian assemblages are limited to plain 
grooved stones, decorated grooved stones, and decorated portable items in low numbers while, by 
contrast, the Levantine and Mesopotamian regions have a larger repertoire including decorated 
tools and portable items. Figurines are geographically limited to examples found in the Levant and 
Northern Mesopotamia. Decorated and plain grooved stones, as well as decorated portable items, 
are the most prevalent artefact types. The Anatolian regions are similar, as further justified by 
looking at the statistics in Figure 6.5.20, as are Northern Levant and Mesopotamia, whilst Southern 
Levant, with the largest range, is unique. 
The PPNA (Figure 6.5.17) sees the appearance of decorative architecture, as well as an increase of 
decorated vessels and reliefs of all kinds. However, the decorative architecture is limited to Northern 
Mesopotamia and South-Eastern Anatolia whilst vessels and reliefs are restricted to Northern Levant 
a) b) 
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and South-Eastern Anatolia. The Southern Levant is, by contrast, typified by decorated handheld 
tools, figurines, and plain grooved stones (which were absent from the Epipalaeolithic sites in this 
region). Statistically (Figure 6.5.20) each region in the PPNA is roughly similar to each other, with the 
exception of Northern Mesopotamia, which is unique.  
The PPNB (Figure 6.5.18) sees a shift towards a dominance of decorated portable items and 
figurines. The PPNB now has a full range of artefact types but in lower frequencies. Tools and 
installations are now restricted to western Anatolia, and architectural installations limited to 
Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia. Southern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia are the 
only regions which have sculptures, but they are neither similar in context nor raw material, which 
will be discussed further below. Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia still have decorated 
architecture, but it is clearly declining. Statistically, we see strong similarity across all the regions 
with the exception of Cyprus and Central Anatolia. 
As already mentioned, the PN (Figure 6.5.19) shows a slight retraction of the assemblage, but an 
overall increase in numbers attributed to the high frequencies of figurines across all regions, 
alongside a striking number of paintings specifically from Central Anatolia. Of particular note is 
evidence for figurines in Western Anatolia, represented by the Ceramic levels at Hacılar. 
Interestingly, with the exception of Central Anatolia, we see that there is a clear decrease in both 
numbers and diversity. Graphs illustrating the full breakdown by period can be found in Appendix B, 
Figure B.6.5.1 to Figure B.6.5.8. 
 
Figure 6.5.16 Distribution of artefact types (by ratio) by region in the Epipalaeolithic 
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Figure 6.5.17 Distribution of artefact types (by ratio) by region in the PPNA 
 
Figure 6.5.18 Distribution of artefact types (by ratio) by region in the PPNB 
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Figure 6.5.19 Distribution of artefact types (by ratio) by region in the PN 
 
Epipalaeolithic PPNB 
  
PPNA PN 
  
Figure 6.5.20 Statistical analysis of the distribution of artefact types (by ratio) by region and period 
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6.5.5 SUMMARY OF ARTEFACT TYPES 
 CAN WE PLOT THE APPEARANCE AND/OR DISAPPEARANCE OF SPECIFIC ARTEFACT TYPE 
THROUGH TIME? 
Using ratios rather than absolute numbers, we see that highest density of most items occurs in the 
PPNA, but the full range of artefacts occurs in the PPNB. There is diversity in the PN, but figurines 
constitute the largest proportion. Statistically, there is clear chronological progression.  
 ARE SPECIFIC ARTEFACT TYPES UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC REGION? 
Whilst there is a good distribution of most artefact types across the entire region, there are some 
clear regional trends. Architectural installations are unique to the central part of the fertile crescent, 
specifically the Northern Levant, Northern Mesopotamia, and South-Eastern Anatolia. Similar trends 
are seen looking at Anatolia, with paintings dominant in Central Anatolia and reliefs, of either stone 
or plaster, restricted to South-Eastern and Central Anatolia. Vessels, surprisingly, are almost 
completely missing from Central Anatolia, Southern Levant, and Western Anatolia. Figurines 
dominant in all regions but are especially prolific in Western Anatolia, Central Anatolia, and 
Southern Levant. 
 CAN WE MAP SPECIFIC ARTEFACT TYPES DIFFUSE ACROSS REGIONS THROUGH TIME? 
The Epipalaeolithic and the PPNA are characterised by vessels, plain grooved stones, decorated 
portable items and a few decorative installations. In the PPNA, decorative architecture, as well as an 
increase of decorated vessels and reliefs of all kinds. However, the decorative architecture is limited 
to Northern Mesopotamia and South-Eastern Anatolia. Architectural and decorative installations 
peak in the PPNA. 
The PPNB, by contrast, witnesses a great expansion and change, with an increase in figurines, 
decorative installations, and decorated portable objects. There is now a complete complement of 
artefact types, which was missing in the PPNA and Epipalaeolithic. The PN shows a decrease in 
assemblage range but surprising increase in density, with specific and standardised focus on 
decorated portable items and dramatic increase in figurines, which dominate in Central Anatolia, 
Northern Levant, Southern Levant, and Western Anatolia. What is of particular note is the unique 
assemblage of PN Central Anatolia, which mirrors the range found in the PPNB with a unique focus 
on paintings and relief.  
I would not go so far as to say there is clear diffusion of artefact types between regions through 
time, as a vast majority of the types are found throughout. Instead, we are seeing regional and 
chronological adaptations of already existing artefact types. 
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6.6 MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY, AND DENSITY 
Motif type, Complexity, and Density are difficult aspects to quantify, but what is immediately 
evident is the overwhelming proportion of artefacts which consist of a single naturalistic motif 
(Figure 6.6.1). This likely relates to the huge number of undecorated figurines found throughout 
sites in my database. Comparing motifs placed on artefacts to distinct artefacts like figurines is not 
fundamentally accurate. They represent two very distinct artefact forms. I appreciate the conceptual 
dilemma this comparison makes. However, equally, it could be suggested that many of the portable 
decorated items are similar to figurines in that they are non-utilitarian and formed to represent 
something whole, albeit intangible to the modern viewer. My analysis of the motifs does incorporate 
and compare decorated artefacts to whole artefacts, such as figurines, as I feel that this 
complication is mitigated, and a better interpretation is teased out, later in my analysis when I 
incorporate the variable of artefact type below. Alongside this predominance of single naturalistic 
motifs, we see that the largest proportion of remaining artefacts are mostly geometric in nature, and 
have less than 2 motif types associated with them. This remarkable simplicity is interesting, and 
counterpoints the smaller, but none, the less substantial, the number of artefacts which are far 
more complex.  
 
Figure 6.6.1 Distribution of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density (by number) 
6.6.1 MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY, AND DENSITY BY PERIOD  
Looking at this temporally, we see that geometric motifs are most common in the Epipalaeolithic, 
decreasing significantly to the PN whilst naturalistic motifs increase (Figure 6.6.3). Looking at the 
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more comprehensive breakdown we notice that while motif density of over three sets of motifs are 
evident in all groups, the assemblage is almost entirely dominated by single motifs or sets of two 
motifs, and indeed by the PN there a clear dominance of single motifs (Figure 6.6.4 and Figure 
B.6.6.1), specifically naturalistic motifs which coincide with the huge peak of figurines at this time (as 
discussed above). There is a clear chronological development seen in the statistics, as was evident 
when examining the distribution of artefact types (Figure 6.6.2). 
  
Figure 6.6.2 Statistical analysis of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density by period 
 
Figure 6.6.3 Population of Motif Type, simplified without Complexity or Density, by period 
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Figure 6.6.4 Population of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density by period 
6.6.2 MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY, AND DENSITY BY REGION 
Looking at a regional distribution, regardless of chronological trends, we note that there is no great 
disparity between the areas (see appendix B, Figure B.6.6.2). The statistics also supports this overall 
similarity (Figure 6.6.5).  
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Figure 6.6.5 Statistical analysis of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density by region 
6.6.3 MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY, AND DENSITY BY REGION AND PERIOD (BY 
NUMBER) 
Looking now at the five main regions with sufficient data, we can now examine chronological and 
regional trends in tandem. The graphs upon which this analysis is based is divided by period: 
Epipalaeolithic (Figure 6.6.7), PPNA (Figure 6.6.8 and Figure 6.6.9), PPNB (Figure 6.6.10 and Figure 
6.6.11), and PN (Figure 6.6.12 and Figure 6.6.13). Additional graphs of the full breakdown by region 
are found in Appendix B, Figure B.6.6.3 to Figure B.6.6.6. The statistics referred to in the analysis 
below is presented in Figure 6.6.14. 
In Central Anatolia, the PPNB and PN are similar, with a distinctive large range of types. The PPNB 
appears to be dominated by geometric motifs, some up to three or four sets of motifs in complexity 
though there are a large proportion of single naturalistic motifs. This disparity increases in the PN 
with a larger proportion of single naturalistic motifs alongside a significant range of other motif 
types. There are examples in both these later periods of highly complex, greater than five sets of 
motifs, in all motif types. This stems from the symbolically elaborated material seen at Boncuklu and 
Çatalhöyük, in particular, the geometric and naturalistic paintings from PN Çatalhöyük (Figure 6.6.6). 
Statistically, none of the periods is similar to one another.  
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Figure 6.6.6 Çatalhöyük paintings: a) complex naturalistic motifs on the east end of the north wall in ‘shrine’ 
F.V.1 (Mellaart 1966:PL LIX); b) complex geometric motifs in ‘shrine’ VIB.8 (Hodder 2014b)  
The Northern Levant follows a broader chronological trend. The Epipalaeolithic is simple with less 
than two sets of motifs across all motif types. The PPNA shows a striking expansion, with over five 
sets of motifs in complexity in both geometric and combination motifs alongside very simple single 
naturalistic motifs. The PPNB shows a significant reduction and retraction, now a more limited range 
of two sets of motifs. The PN shows no change to this. This disparity, Epipalaeolithic and PPNA 
opposed to PPNB and PN is seen in the statistics.  
Northern Mesopotamia has a limited range of motif types, complexity and density. Epipalaeolithic 
data are limited with simple geometric and naturalistic motifs, all consisting of less than two sets of 
motifs. The PPNA and PN data are limited. Interestingly, the PN is remarkably similar to that of 
Northern Mesopotamia, with limited simple geometric and combination motifs found in less than 
three sets, and a dominance of single naturalistic motifs. 
South-Eastern Anatolia data are limited to the PPNA and PPNB. Both periods show a good selection 
and similar range of motif type, complexity, and density. The main differences are that the PPNA has 
a full complex range of over five sets of motifs across all motif types, whilst the PPNB is, by contrast, 
simpler and has nearly tripled the amount of single naturalistic motifs of. Although the PPNB shows 
the same range of types as the PPNA, the numbers decrease in favour of this naturalistic motif peak. 
Statistically, we see that similarity. 
The Southern Levant follows the broader trend, similar to Northern Levant. The Epipalaeolithic has 
simple geometric motifs. The PPNA shows a broadening of types and complexity but no real increase 
a) 
b) 
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in numbers. The PPNB shows a further increase in range but alongside a dominance of single 
naturalistic motifs, in parallel with an explosion in numbers. The PN shows a reduction of type range 
and a further increase of naturalistic motif specifically single motifs, but an increase again in the 
number of elaborated items. This similarity between these later periods is seen in the statistics.  
Western Anatolia has limited data, with Ökuzini representing the Epipalaeolithic evidence. The PN 
data, however, are remarkably varied. In this period, there is a strong similarity between Western 
Anatolia, Southern Mesopotamia, and Southern Levant. There are also similarities between 
Northern Levant and Central Anatolia. With the exception of Central Anatolia, PN Western Anatolia 
is similar to these same regions in their PPNB. 
 
Figure 6.6.7 Distribution of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in the Epipalaeolithic by region 
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Figure 6.6.8 Distribution of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in the PPNA by region 
 
Figure 6.6.9 Population of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in the PPNA by region 
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Figure 6.6.10 Distribution of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in the PPNA by region 
 
Figure 6.6.11 Population of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in the PPNB by region 
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Figure 6.6.12 Distribution of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in the PPNC and PN by region 
 
Figure 6.6.13 Population of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in the PPNC and PN by region 
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Figure 6.6.14 Statistical analysis of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density: a. by region; b. period 
6.6.4 MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY, AND DENSITY IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT 
TYPE  
Looking now at artefact type in relation to motif type, complexity, and density, there are some 
patterns. In the statistical table below (Figure 6.6.15), we see clear clustering of similar items, groups 
which are dissimilar to each other. These distinct groups are: 
1. Decorated grooved stones, decorated handheld tools, decorated portable items, jewellery, 
engraved reliefs and vessels 
2. Other reliefs, figurines, and sculptures 
Other interesting trends include: 
 Paintings, which are usually by far the most complex in terms of motif type and density, are 
quite similar to decorated grooved stones, engraved reliefs, and vessels 
 Decorated grooved stones and decorated portable items are the only artefact type which 
has no naturalistic motif on its own, instead such motifs are always supplemented with 
geometric elements in combination motifs 
 Engraved reliefs have no combination motifs, instead are either solely geometric or solely 
naturalistic. 
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Central Anatolia 200 20 0 19 0 28 0 18 0 17 13 0 5 8 1 6 10 4 0 0 1
Northern Levant 20 200 138 178 0 112 87 86 103 120 144 65 74 52 53 53 157 64 50 37 29
Northern Mesopotamia 0 138 200 155 0 96 100 79 119 113 132 85 88 57 71 60 140 73 64 50 42
Southern Levant 19 178 155 200 0 110 86 85 102 118 143 65 73 51 52 53 160 63 50 36 28
Western Anatolia 0 0 0 0 200 18 0 13 0 16 5 6 0 4 1 10 10 15 0 0 3
Northern Levant 28 112 96 110 18 200 58 140 126 157 119 90 92 73 72 86 115 83 67 45 53
Northern Mesopotamia 0 87 100 86 0 58 200 64 100 83 130 142 157 139 154 126 114 145 154 133 138
South-eastern Anatolia 18 86 79 85 13 140 64 200 115 140 123 96 102 106 86 113 108 87 82 73 83
Southern Levant 0 103 119 102 0 126 100 115 200 148 142 125 123 95 105 103 130 119 108 80 87
Central Anatolia 17 120 113 118 16 157 83 140 148 200 143 106 110 90 88 107 146 99 82 63 68
Cyprus 13 144 132 143 5 119 130 123 142 143 200 111 119 99 100 107 173 112 99 80 76
Northern Levant 0 65 85 65 6 90 142 96 125 106 111 200 165 143 157 150 93 170 162 129 144
Northern Mesopotamia 5 74 88 73 0 92 157 102 123 110 119 165 200 167 173 151 102 149 166 135 145
South-eastern Anatolia 8 52 57 51 4 73 139 106 95 90 99 143 167 200 176 155 80 133 171 155 173
Southern Levant 1 53 71 52 1 72 154 86 105 88 100 157 173 176 200 145 81 140 186 160 169
Central Anatolia 6 53 60 53 10 86 126 113 103 107 107 150 151 155 145 200 90 135 145 126 143
Cyprus 10 157 140 160 10 115 114 108 130 146 173 93 102 80 81 90 200 91 78 64 56
Northern Levant 4 64 73 63 15 83 145 87 119 99 112 170 149 133 140 135 91 200 152 109 138
Southern Levant 0 50 64 50 0 67 154 82 108 82 99 162 166 171 186 145 78 152 200 155 175
Southern Mesopotamia 0 37 50 36 0 45 133 73 80 63 80 129 135 155 160 126 64 109 155 200 162
Western Anatolia 1 29 42 28 3 53 138 83 87 68 76 144 145 173 169 143 56 138 175 162 200
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Importantly, where artefacts types have both whole and fragmentary examples, these groups are 
statistically similar further confirming that the fragments have been, for the most part, correctly 
identified (with the exception of jewellery and engraved relief). 
OVERALL TRENDS IN THE ASSEMBLAGES 
Looking at the graphs more specifically 
 Decorated architectural elements are almost exclusively decorated with naturalistic motifs 
(Figure 6.6.16). Where geometric motifs are present they are always in tandem with 
naturalistic ones. The most prolific motif type consists of single naturalistic depictions. 
 Decorated grooved stones and decorated portable items are similar, both dominated by 
geometric motifs formed by multiple repetitions and sets. There are no naturalistic motifs 
independent of geometric ones (Figure 6.6.16 and Figure 6.6.17).  
 Decorated handheld tools are quite limited in terms of complexity; with no more than three 
motifs appearing in tandem on any one item (Figure 6.6.17). 
 Decorated installations have various motif types but the largest proportion is decorated by 
either single naturalistic motifs or combination motifs in sets of two (Figure 6.6.18). 
 Whilst figurines and sculptures are predictably formed of single naturalistic motifs, there 
are good examples of combination motifs where figurines have been decorated (Figure 
6.6.18 and Figure 6.6.19). 
 Engraved relief is dominated by geometric motifs along with single naturalistic motifs. In 
this artefact type, sets of two geometric motifs dominate overall (Figure 6.6.18).  
 Unlike engraved relief, the other relief forms are simple, with a high proportion of single 
naturalistic motifs (Figure 6.6.18).  
 Vessels are similar to decorated grooved stones in their motif type range but there is a 
greater complexity and there are more combination and naturalistic motifs (Figure 6.6.19). 
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Figure 6.6.15 Statistical analysis of Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type 
 
Figure 6.6.16 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to: a) architectural installations; b) 
decorated grooved stones; c) decorated handheld tools 
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Architectura l  Insta l lation 200 30 20 56 44 60 58 23 17 51 52 51 46 38 47 87 87 38 40 42 64 38 44 63 38 28
Dec. Grooved Stone (complete) 30 200 159 86 136 33 75 154 146 12 13 0 132 0 92 0 0 57 111 19 37 0 25 9 103 122
Dec. Grooved Stone (frag.) 20 159 200 80 122 34 65 142 137 6 6 0 129 0 107 0 0 41 128 22 34 0 19 2 117 148
Dec. Handheld Tool  (complete) 56 86 80 200 125 57 122 82 80 101 104 90 115 90 77 0 0 123 107 119 115 90 120 95 78 73
Dec. Handheld Tool  (frag.) 44 136 122 125 200 38 114 127 127 39 39 38 144 38 73 0 0 105 139 63 60 38 55 38 80 88
Dec. Insta l lation (complete) 60 33 34 57 38 200 111 32 29 59 63 44 44 44 67 0 0 44 60 44 79 44 78 49 49 40
Dec. Insta l lation (frag.) 58 75 65 122 114 111 200 71 69 57 59 44 97 44 80 0 0 89 82 67 69 44 94 49 89 52
Dec. Portable Item (complete) 23 154 142 82 127 32 71 200 185 8 9 1 116 0 96 0 0 81 97 16 38 0 21 5 97 127
Dec. Portable Item (frag.) 17 146 137 80 127 29 69 185 200 6 7 0 113 0 91 0 0 90 96 15 35 0 19 3 93 119
Figurine (complete) 51 12 6 101 39 59 57 8 6 200 194 151 34 182 23 0 0 101 47 108 114 182 144 172 25 9
Figurine (frag.) 52 13 6 104 39 63 59 9 7 194 200 150 34 179 23 0 0 100 46 108 114 179 147 173 29 9
Jewel lery (complete) 51 0 0 90 38 44 44 1 0 151 150 200 31 150 11 0 0 100 46 108 113 150 133 165 13 4
Jewel lery (frag.) 46 132 129 115 144 44 97 116 113 34 34 31 200 25 88 0 0 63 123 47 56 25 48 36 90 105
Masks 38 0 0 90 38 44 44 0 0 182 179 150 25 200 11 0 0 100 46 108 113 200 133 166 13 2
Paintings 47 92 107 77 73 67 80 96 91 23 23 11 88 11 200 0 0 24 107 46 47 11 33 20 89 105
Pla in Grooved Stone (complete) 87 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 200 200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pla in Grooved Stone (frag.) 87 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 200 200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rel ief - Engraved (complete) 38 57 41 123 105 44 89 81 90 101 100 100 63 100 24 0 0 200 62 100 100 100 117 100 53 26
Rel ief - Engraved (frag.) 40 111 128 107 139 60 82 97 96 47 46 46 123 46 107 0 0 62 200 69 71 46 62 46 84 108
Rel ief - High (frag.) 42 19 22 119 63 44 67 16 15 108 108 108 47 108 46 0 0 100 69 200 120 108 108 108 13 24
Rel ief - Low (frag.) 64 37 34 115 60 79 69 38 35 114 114 113 56 113 47 0 0 100 71 120 200 113 113 113 51 48
Rel ief - Sunken (frag.) 38 0 0 90 38 44 44 0 0 182 179 150 25 200 11 0 0 100 46 108 113 200 133 166 13 2
Sculpture (complete) 44 25 19 120 55 78 94 21 19 144 147 133 48 133 33 0 0 117 62 108 113 133 200 143 43 20
Sculpture (frag.) 63 9 2 95 38 49 49 5 3 172 173 165 36 166 20 0 0 100 46 108 113 166 143 200 23 5
Vessel  (complete) 38 103 117 78 80 49 89 97 93 25 29 13 90 13 89 0 0 53 84 13 51 13 43 23 200 118
Vessel  (frag.) 28 122 148 73 88 40 52 127 119 9 9 4 105 2 105 0 0 26 108 24 48 2 20 5 118 200
117 
 
 
Figure 6.6.17 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to: a) decorated installations; b) 
decorated portable items; c) figurines 
 
Figure 6.6.18 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to: a) jewellery; b) engraved relief; 
c) other relief 
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Figure 6.6.19 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to: a) sculpture; b) vessels 
6.6.5 MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY, AND DENSITY IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT 
TYPE BY REGION AND PERIOD  
Whilst there may well be specific patterns linked to artefact type, further analysis is required to 
determine the chronological and regional variation. As has already been discussed, a limited number 
of sites from Central Anatolia makes analysis difficult. From the PPNB, there is an extensive range of 
geometric motifs across all the artefact types in the assemblage (Figure 6.6.21). These data stem 
from the assemblage found at Boncuklu Höyük. Naturalistic motifs are always single, found in the 
form of figurines and sunken relief. The only exception is associated with a decorated portable item 
which has multiple repeated naturalistic motifs. This artefact is from PPNB Boncuklu and shows a 
series of schematic human stick figures (Figure 6.6.20). The range of motifs in the PN is far more 
extensive in this region (Figure 6.6.22 and Figure 6.6.23). Here single naturalistic motifs are 
proportionally more common across the entire all artefact types, and elaborate items are most 
common in relief and paintings. This evidence comes from the large data set at Çatalhöyük. 
The PPNB and PN assemblages in Cyprus have simple motifs (Figure 6.6.24 and Figure 6.6.25). 
Figurines are undecorated, vessels have up to three sets of geometric motifs, decorated portable 
items and decorated handhelds tools are decorated with only single motifs.  
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Figure 6.6.20 Item number 118, Decorated portable item from Boncuklu Höyük (author's own) 
The Northern Levant has evidence for vessels in the Epipalaeolithic, decorated with geometric and 
combination motifs (Figure 6.6.26). There are also decorated portable items and grooved stones 
which are decorated with less than three sets of geometric motifs. The PPNA shows again adherence 
to the broad trend with a huge increase in motif type (Figure 6.6.27). Geometric motifs are 
dominant with only simple naturalistic motifs. This is true for decorated portable items, decorated 
installations, decorated grooved stones and reliefs. Vessels are dominated by geometric motifs 
(though there are still some strong examples of combination and naturalistic motifs) but here, like 
with all the artefacts in this assemblage, they are up complex and found in over five sets. The PPNB 
shows a simplification. Vessels are still only decorated with less than four sets of geometric motifs. 
There are no more reliefs or decorated grooved stones. The decorated portable items are now only 
decorated with geometric motifs. The only significant element in the PPNB that differs from this 
overall pattern is the appearance of decorated architectural elements in this period (Figure 6.6.28). 
This is only present in the PPNB, disappearing by the PN. In this last period, the overall motif types 
are still simple, vessels and figurines, and as before, are found in less than three sets of motifs. 
Decorated portable items and decorated grooved stones are all decorated with geometric motifs 
again (Figure 6.6.29).  
Northern Mesopotamia has limited information for the PPNA and PN (Figure 6.6.31). The 
Epipalaeolithic assemblage is limited (Figure 6.6.30), with vessels, decorated portable items, and 
decorated grooved stones decorated with two sets of geometric motifs alongside a few example of 
simple figurines and jewellery. This is true for the PPNB as well, only in this period we see an 
increased number of figurines (Figure 6.6.32).  
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The PPNA of South-eastern Anatolia has a full range of artefacts and motif types (Figure 6.6.33). 
They are the most complex in this time period across the region. Vessels decorated grooved stones 
and decorated portable items have the full geometric and combination motif range found in over 
five sets of motifs. Decorated architectural elements are equally complex but within the imagery and 
combination motif range. By contrast, decorated handheld tools are far simpler within the same 
motif type range. Sculptures, relief and figurines are all very simple; indeed, 90% of all three artefact 
types are decorated with single naturalistic motifs. The PPNB sees a continuation of this trend, with 
reduction across the board of motif variety and complexity, and the predominance of single 
naturalist motifs (Figure 6.6.35).  
The Southern Levant, in terms of motif complexity and density, is far simpler than its Anatolian 
counterparts in the respective periods. The Epipalaeolithic, across all artefacts, is decorated by no 
greater than three sets of geometric motifs (Figure 6.6.37). This is in tandem with figurines and 
vessels which are decorated with single naturalistic motifs. The trend for simple geometric motifs 
across the assemblage continues into the PPNA (Figure 6.6.38). The only increase of complexity is 
found in figurines which are now decorated. The PPNB does show some diversification. Simple 
geometric motifs continue while decorated portable items specifically are four sets of motifs in 
density within this geometric framework (Figure 6.6.39). The PN is almost identical to the preceding 
PPNB, but now without sculpture or relief (Figure 6.6.40). 
Like Cyprus, there is too little data from Southern Mesopotamia to discuss any trends, but it can be 
said that the PPNB assemblage is simple in term of motif type, density and complexity (Figure 
6.6.41). 
Western Anatolia is characterised by a very simply decorated Epipalaeolithic and a lack of evidence 
for the PPNA and PPNB (Figure 6.6.42). The PN in this region, like in Southern Levant, is 
comparatively simple when considering the rest of Anatolia (Figure 6.6.43 and Figure 6.6.44). 
Geometric motif decoration on paintings, decorated handheld tools, and decorated grooved stones 
are all found with less than three sets of motifs. Figurines, too, are simple with single motifs though 
there are a few highly decorated examples with four sets of combined motifs. Overall across all 
artefact types, single naturalistic motif dominates. 
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Figure 6.6.21 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNB Central 
Anatolia 
  
Figure 6.6.22 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PN Central 
Anatolia 
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Figure 6.6.23 Population Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PN Central 
Anatolia 
  
Figure 6.6.24 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNB Cyprus 
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Figure 6.6.25 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PN Cyprus 
 
  
Figure 6.6.26 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in Epipalaeolithic 
Northern Levant 
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Figure 6.6.27 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNA Northern 
Levant 
  
Figure 6.6.28 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNB Northern 
Levant 
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Figure 6.6.29 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PN Northern 
Levant 
 
Figure 6.6.30 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in Epipalaeolithic 
Northern Mesopotamia 
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Figure 6.6.31 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNA Northern 
Mesopotamia 
  
Figure 6.6.32 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNB Northern 
Mesopotamia 
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Figure 6.6.33 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNA South-
Eastern Anatolia 
 
Figure 6.6.34 Population Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNA South-
Eastern Anatolia 
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Figure 6.6.35 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNB South-
Eastern Anatolia 
 
Figure 6.6.36 Population Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNB South-
Eastern Anatolia 
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Figure 6.6.37 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in Epipalaeolithic 
Southern Levant 
  
Figure 6.6.38 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNA Southern 
Levant 
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Figure 6.6.39 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNB Southern 
Levant 
  
Figure 6.6.40 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PN Southern 
Levant 
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Figure 6.6.41 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PPNB Southern 
Mesopotamia 
  
Figure 6.6.42 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in Epipalaeolithic 
Western Anatolia 
  
132 
 
 
Figure 6.6.43 Distribution Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PN Western 
Anatolia 
  
Figure 6.6.44 Population Motif Type, Complexity, and Density in relation to artefact type in PN Western 
Anatolia 
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6.6.6 SUMMARY OF MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY, AND DENSITY 
 ARE CERTAIN DESIGNS (WHERE DESIGNS ARE DESCRIBED BY MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY, 
AND DENSITY BEFORE AN IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS OF MAIN OR DETAILED MOTIFS) EXCLUSIVE 
TO CERTAIN PERIODS? 
Designs do not appear to be exclusive to certain periods. While all motif types are present in all 
periods, their overall distribution varies, regardless of region. There is a defined transition where 
combination motifs are stable, geometric motifs decrease over time, naturalistic motifs increase 
over time. Alongside this, motif complexity peaks in the PPNA, whilst simple imagery becomes 
increasingly dominant in the PPNB and PN.  
 ARE CERTAIN DESIGNS UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC REGION? 
In terms of motif type, complexity and density, there is surprising similarity throughout the regions. 
There are no designs unique to a specific region. There are, of course, some interesting regional 
trends with geometric motifs dominating in Cyprus and Northern Levant, and naturalistic motifs in 
all other regions.  
 HOW DO THESE DESIGNS CHANGE OVER TIME, AND ACROSS THE REGIONS? 
Whilst regional trends are unclear, there seem to be clear chronological trends which affect all 
regions. The Northern and Southern Levant, as well as Western Anatolia, follow closely the already 
described broader chronological trend. The same can be said for Northern Mesopotamia though 
there are limited data and restricted range of motif types. This overall trend is also true for South-
Eastern Anatolia. Here we see that the PPNB has nearly tripled the amount of single naturalistic 
motifs. While the PPNA and PPNB have the same range of types, this region follows the set trend as 
the numbers decrease in favour of the naturalistic motifs by the PPNB. Only one region bucks the 
overall chronological trend. In Central Anatolia, the PPNB and PN has a huge range of motif types, 
with examples found of in over five sets of motifs, contrasts with the other periods dramatically. 
While this evidence does come from my two case studies, Boncuklu Höyük and Çatalhöyük, this 
trend is unlikely to be biassed as proportionally, the most elaborate items across the region are 
published and so the increased elaboration found in this region is likely a valid trend.  
 ARE DESIGNS UNIQUE, OR EXCLUSIVE, TO ONLY CERTAIN TYPES OF ITEM? 
Whilst no artefact type is uniquely associated with certain motif types etc., there are clear groups of 
artefacts which share very distinctive associations as opposed to other groups. One group comprises 
decorated grooved stones, decorated handheld tools, decorated portable items, jewellery, engraved 
reliefs, and vessels. Interestingly, whilst paintings are far more complex and varied, they do show a 
distinct similarity to decorated grooved stones, engraved reliefs, and vessels. Another group is 
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formed of other reliefs, figurines, and sculptures. Architectural elements, however, stand alone. 
Dissimilar to the other artefact types, it is dominated by naturalistic motifs far more than any other 
category.  
A regional and chronological analysis of these trends further disentangles this pattern, though 
evidence from Cyprus and Southern Mesopotamia is too limited to discuss. What was a simple 
pattern looking at the overall assemblage now becomes far more regionally distinctive. In Central 
Anatolia, a simple limited Epipalaeolithic assemblage transforms into a highly complex PPNB and PN 
with a far wider range of artefacts. As this region is formed from the limited number of sites 
including Pınarbaşı, Boncuklu, and Çatalhöyük, there is the question whether this is truly 
representative. This is in tandem with a dominant naturalistic motif assemblage with a full range of 
paintings, reliefs, and decorated figurines. This highly decorative assemblage is pitted against a 
proportionally more common undecorated figurines especially in the PN. This overall trend is 
broadly similar for Northern Mesopotamia and Western Anatolia as well, with a limited set of motifs 
associated with the Epipalaeolithic followed by a complex but similar PPNB and PN. By contrast, 
Northern Levant shows similarities with South-Eastern Anatolia, with the PPNA representative of a 
varied and large assemblage which simplifies into the PPNB and PN. Specifically, South-Eastern 
Anatolia shows an interesting dichotomy between two artefact groups: highly complex designs on 
vessels, decorated grooved stones, and decorated portable items as opposed to the simple designs 
on handheld tools, sculptures, reliefs, and figurines. These groups then follow the regional trend 
from PPNA to PPNB. The Southern Levant is rather unchanging with limited motifs throughout the 
periods. Instead, what is seen is a change in the proportions of motifs by the PN, which reflects a 
change in artefact assemblage with an increase proportion of undecorated figurines.  
6.7 MAIN MOTIFS 
The distribution of Main Motifs offers a new insight into already established patterns (Figure 6.7.1). 
The high numbers of schematic, human, and animal motifs match the large numbers of figurines. 
More specific patterns emerge as well, such as the large number of herbivores over carnivores. The 
huge range of geometric motifs is impressive, especially considering the multitude of simple line 
designs, but these trends are better examined looking at a regional and chronological distribution.  
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 Figure 6.7.1 Distribution of Main Motif 
6 - Items.Symbolic Element Brief.Value
- Realistic
- Schematic
- Unidentified schematic
1. Animal
2. Athropod
3. Bird
4. Human
5. Reptile
6. Fish
Animal - Carnivore
Animal - Cutting / stabbing
Animal - Herbivore
Animal - Hoof print
Animal - Male
Animal - Omnivore
Bird - Bird of prey
Bird - Land bird
Bird - Water bird
Cloth - Lioncloth or belt etc.
Cloth - Pelt
Generic - Phallus only
Generic - Presence of ochre
Generic - Use of paint in decoration
Geometric - Brick work / honeycomb
Geometric - C
Geometric - Circle
Geometric - Comb
Geometric - Cross
Geometric - Crosshatch
Geometric - Diamond
Geometric - Dot drilled
Geometric - Fishbone
Geometric - hand
Geometric - 'Handbag'
Geometric - H-shape
Geometric - Irregular
Geometric - Ladder 
Geometric - Lines
Geometric - Lines parallel
Geometric - Lozenge
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6.7.1 MAIN MOTIF DISTRIBUTION BY PERIOD 
Chronological variation is motif range and distribution presents interesting trends (Figure 6.7.2). 
Whilst there are lower numbers of realistic imagery, there is a noticeable increase in frequency in 
the PPNB. Overall, however, the proportions are more or less static, relative to schematic motifs, 
through the PPNA to PN. Animal representation, regardless of species, is proportionally more 
common in the PPNB and PN. By contrast, arthropods, birds and reptiles, though rarer in number, 
are most common in the PPNA. In terms of animal types, looking at each type in isolation, carnivores 
appear most frequently in the PPNA whilst herbivores most frequently in the PN. Humans are 
represented in all periods but show a dramatic peak, first in the PPNB and then double again in the 
PN. Human representations, and human details (that is the deliberate inclusion of additional human 
elements such as clear demarcation of sex, clothing, weapons, jewellery etc. as described in the 
methodology of Chapter 4), have a distinct chronological development: 
 Whilst the Epipalaeolithic has human representations, they are highly schematic. 
 The PPNA sees an increasing complement of human details, but the numbers are still low. 
 The PPNB and PN are remarkably similar, but there are twice as many human 
representations in the PN. Both see a major increase in numbers and a full complement of 
details. In both periods, there are more female representation than male, though it should 
be said that the largest proportion of these human representations are figurines without 
any clear sexual markers.  
 The PN also has a unique dominance of figurines which are headless by design, often with a 
hollow enabling a separate (organic?) head to be attached.  
Geometric motifs are varied and found in all periods. Some elements, such as brick and star motifs, 
could be said to be period specific but on closer examination they are instead site specific and a very 
specific variation unrelated to broader chronological trends. For example, the brick and star are 
unique to Çatalhöyük, whilst the handbag and H are found at Göbekli Tepe. In all periods lines, single 
and parallel, dominate, followed by crosshatch and then zigzag. 
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Figure 6.7.2 Distribution of Main Motifs by period 
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6.7.2 MAIN MOTIF DISTRIBUTION BY REGION 
It has already been mentioned the dominance of schematic representation over realistic one, but it 
is interesting to note some regional disparities (Figure 6.7.3). There does not seem to be any realistic 
motifs from Cyprus, Southern Mesopotamia, or Northern Mesopotamia. The first two, considering 
the small samples, is unsurprising. The latter, considering its proximity to the image rich Anatolia 
and Northern Levant, is interesting and worth looking at further.  
Animal representations are prevalent in the Southern Levant. Indeed, there are 50% more animal 
representations (in parallel with the larger number of sites) in this region than in any other. 
Arthropods are only found in Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia. Similarly, reptiles are only 
found in Anatolia and Northern Levant. Birds, by contrast, are found in all main areas. Indeed, any 
further animal details (sex, species, etc.) are completely unique to Central and South-Eastern 
Anatolia. Where clearly represented, carnivores are found in Central and South-Eastern Anatolia as 
well as the Northern Levant. Herbivores, by contrast, are found everywhere with the largest 
proportion found in Southern Levant and the second largest Central Anatolia. 
Human representations are found in all regions, however, like with animal representations, they are 
dominant in Southern Levant. There are 70% more human representations in this region than any 
other. The full range of human details (details including eyes, mouth, hair, clothes etc.) is prevalent 
in Central Anatolia. While there are examples in other regions, this full spectrum is only found here 
and at a smaller scale in South-Eastern Anatolia then Southern Levant. Female representations are 
found in all main regions, but are dominant in Western Anatolia whilst male representations 
dominate in South-Eastern Anatolia. A chronological assessment makes more sense of this pattern.  
Geometric motifs, as expected, are found everywhere. The few exceptions appear to be site specific 
and have already been mentioned. A new pattern found in this regional analysis, which proves 
interesting, is the presence of hands, both unequivocally separate motif from the human whole or 
presented in an ambiguous schematic context. Such representations are only found in Central and 
South-Eastern Anatolia and Northern Levant.  
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Figure 6.7.3 Distribution of Main Motifs by region 
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6.7.3 MAIN MOTIF DISTRIBUTION BY REGION AND PERIOD 
The patterns we see in the Main Motifs across the regions and across time mirror many of the same 
patterns we have already discussed (Figure 6.7.5). Whilst the PPNB is dominated by geometric 
motifs, the PN has a particular emphasis on schematic representations of animals, particularly 
herbivores, and humans. Unlike the other regions, where the PN sees a decrease in the range of 
motifs associated with symbolically elaborated material, in Central Anatolia instead, we see an 
increase  
in the appearance of realistic representations and the full complement of human details. Whilst 
there seems to be a shift from geometric motifs to naturalistic ones in the PN, it should be worth 
noting that there is nearly a complete set of geometric motifs, though in lower numbers. By 
contrast, the PPNB has a slightly more restricted range. Statistically, none of the periods is similar.  
Though evidence for Cyprus is limited, the continuity between the PPNB and PN is obvious and also 
reflected in the statistics (Figure 6.7.6 and Figure 6.7.13). The Southern Mesopotamian data are also 
too small to comment on (Figure 6.7.11).  
The Epipalaeolithic of the Northern Levant is limited, whereas the PPNA sees an increase in all motifs 
(Figure 6.7.7). Though mostly geometric in nature, we have a human representation with specifically 
detailed human elements. This example is a decorated stone vessel from Tel Abr’ which includes a 
schematic (headless) male figure (Figure 6.7.4). Animal motifs are clear with evidence for more 
clearly defined species such as arthropods, reptiles, carnivores etc. and, overall, there is a greater 
frequency of animal representations than that of humans. The PPNB and PN are surprisingly limited 
by comparison. We see a restriction of geometric motifs, a simplification of human motifs, and 
within this far smaller assemblage, a dominance of naturalistic over geometric and human over 
animal. Statistically, we see the chronological progression where the Epipalaeolithic and PPNA are 
unique, whilst the PPNB and PN are very similar. 
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Figure 6.7.4 Item number 2338, decorated stone vessel which includes the depiction of a schematic (headless) 
man holding a weapon / stick, in an elaborate scene which includes geometric patterning as a background to 
a hunting scene with schematic herbivores (Yartah 2013b:189) 
The Epipalaeolithic of Northern Mesopotamia is limited with only 5 types of geometric motifs (line 
motifs are most common), and a few animals (Figure 6.7.8). By contrast, the PPNB sees an increase 
in geometric motif range to 14 different main motifs (with lines still most common) and the first 
appearance of humans. Birds dominate, and indeed, birds combined with animals are the most 
prevalent in the assemblage. Animals, where clear, are mostly omnivore. Birds, where clear, are 
birds of prey. Despite these strong naturalistic motifs, none of them is considered realistic by my 
definition of the term. Statistically, the periods are unique when compared. 
In PPNA South-Eastern Anatolia there is a huge range of Main Motifs employed (Figure 6.7.9). There 
are few human representations and therefore little human detail, but a huge amount of animals. In 
this period, realistic representations are almost equal to schematic ones. Arthropods, birds, and 
reptiles are represented. There are more carnivores and omnivores than herbivores, and there is a 
good range of animal details with clear carnivores, omnivores, and various bird types. Geometric 
elements have not been ignored, with lines seen in the largest frequency, followed by zigzags. In the 
PPNB, the use of geometric motifs decrease significantly but there is still a good range. There is still 
evidence of birds and reptiles, but this period sees the fivefold increase in the frequency human 
representations, from 10 to 50, which now outnumber animal ones. Schematic representation 
returns to a dominant position, human details increase and male and female human representations 
(where evident) are equal in number. Statistically, we see the similarity between these two periods.  
The Epipalaeolithic of the Southern Levant is characterised by a limited set of motifs (Figure 6.7.10). 
The PPNA, when looking at the geometric motifs, shows a continuation of the same patterns as 
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before. However, where the Epipalaeolithic had no naturalistic motifs, the PPNA has the first 
evidence for human representation (albeit in small numbers). The PPNB and PN have a remarkably 
different distribution of motifs; namely, the sudden and remarkable increase in naturalistic motifs. 
Schematic herbivores dominate the PPNB assemblage, whereas, in the PN, schematic humans 
dominate above all. While the trends in naturalistic motifs are telling, it is significant that the range 
of geometric motifs remains static and reflects the same distribution as in the Epipalaeolithic and 
PPNA. In this region, the statistics point to a clear chronological trend, Epipalaeolithic only similar to 
PPNA, this is only similar to PPNB and so forth.  
The Epipalaeolithic of Western Anatolia, as represented in the database solely by Ökuzini, has a 
limited assemblage (Figure 6.7.12). The PN is in contrast to this with a huge number of human 
representations, more than animals, with a great deal of human detail, especially females. Realistic 
representations are also equal to schematic ones in this period, which is rare across the whole 
region. As with Central Anatolia and Northern Levant, Western Anatolia shows a clear distinction 
between the Epipalaeolithic and the similar later periods.  
Looking at the broadly chronological trends across the regions as described above, it can be 
summarised that: 
 Epipalaeolithic: Central Anatolia is limited both in number of artefacts and range of motifs. 
The Northern Levant is similar though it has a slightly larger range of motifs. All in all the 
Epipalaeolithic assemblages cluster statistically. 
 PPNA: The Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia have the largest range of motifs 
though Northern Levant has more geometric motifs, whilst South-Eastern Anatolia is more 
naturalistic. The Southern Levant, by contrast, is far more limited. 
 PPNB: Central Anatolia has the large range of Main Motifs. By contrast to the PPNA, the 
Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia are now both retracted in the range of these 
Main Motifs. Southern Levant and Western Anatolia have a far higher proportion of 
naturalistic motifs.  
  PN: This period shows an increased uniformity across the region. Overall, many regions 
show a rough similarity with their PPNB assemblage, though often there is a slightly 
decreased range of motifs overall, but a clear dominance of schematic human 
representations. This is due to the increased number of figurines, and this will be explored 
in more detail below. This pattern does not apply to Central Anatolia, where by contrast, 
the PN is far more complex and varied than the preceding periods, or indeed any other 
region at this time. 
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Figure 6.7.5 Distribution of Main Motifs by period in Central Anatolia 
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Figure 6.7.6 Distribution of Main Motifs by period in Cyprus 
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Figure 6.7.7 Distribution of Main Motifs by period in Northern Levant 
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Figure 6.7.8 Distribution of Main Motifs by period in Northern Mesopotamia 
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Figure 6.7.9 Distribution of Main Motifs by period in South-Eastern Anatolia 
148 
 
 
Figure 6.7.10 Distribution of Main Motifs by period in Southern Levant 
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Figure 6.7.11 Distribution of Main Motifs by period in Southern Mesopotamia 
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Figure 6.7.12 Distribution of Main Motifs by period in Western Anatolia 
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Figure 6.7.13 Statistical analysis of Main Motif by region and period 
6.7.4 MAIN MOTIF IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE 
The artefact repertoire now needs to be re-examined based upon the precise motifs used in each 
category. This leads the way towards disentangling potential societal and symbolic differences 
between the varied items. Looking at the artefacts with regards to the Main Motifs employed the 
first thing to be said, as with the previous analysis, is that most whole and fragmented items are 
statistically similar to each other within each artefact type (Figure 6.7.14). This again suggests that 
the interpretation of fragmented items has been overall successful.  
Where this is not the case is with decorated handheld tools, but this discrepancy is predicted. The 
classification is broad, and these tools range from stone pestles through to bone points. There is no 
surprise that such differing artefact types which distinct raw material and use would be treated in 
differing ways. This shows that this category is unhelpful in this analysis and instead artefacts should 
be compared like with like.  
With regards to artefact similarity we note the following statistical clusters: 
 Decorated grooved stones, decorated installations, decorated portable items, figurines, 
sculptures, and vessels are all statistically similar to each other 
 An interesting set of patterns include: 
o Architecture is similar Sculpture 
o Sculpture is similar to Figurines 
o Figurines are similar to installations 
o And yet none of these is similar to anything else 
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Figure 6.7.14 Statistical analysis of Main Motif Distribution by artefact type 
6.7.5 MAIN MOTIF IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE DISTRIBUTION 
Looking closer at these artefacts, we can note specific trends in the Main Motifs employed. 
 Architectural installations are almost exclusively decorated by naturalistic motifs, with few 
geometric motifs. Whilst there are a few human representations, animals seem to be the 
main focus, specifically a prevalence of carnivores and omnivores (Figure B.6.7.2).  
 Decorated grooved stones, decorated portable items, and vessels (Figure B.6.7.3, Figure 
B.6.7.6 and Figure B.6.7.13) are almost exclusively decorated with geometric motifs, but 
there are a handful of examples which have some human and animal representations 
(Figure 6.7.15). Within the decorated grooved stone repertoire, interestingly, of those 
animal representations, reptiles dominate (Figure 6.7.16).  
 
Figure 6.7.15 Human representation found on: a) Item number 3232, decorated portable item measuring 
2.75cm long from Boncuklu Höyük (authors own); b) Item number 1981, limestone vessel measuring 13.5cm 
high from Nevali Çori (Hauptmann 1999:48); c) Item number 2328, decorated portable item from Tell ‘Abr 
(Yartah 2013b:198) 
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Figure 6.7.16 Reptile representation found on: a) Item number 1252 from Jerf el Ahmar (Stordeur 1998; 
Yartah 2013b:204); b) Item number 2308 from Tell ‘Abr (Yartah 2013b:183); c ) Item number 2480 from Tell 
Qaramel (Mazurowski & Kanjou 2012:216)  
 Decorated handheld tools, due to the all-encompassing grouping, have a variety of motifs 
with the top three being lines, schematic animal, and dots (Figure B.6.7.4).  
 Installations are likewise decorated with various motifs. In this case, animal motifs are more 
common than humans, with a higher proportion of herbivores and fewer carnivores (Figure 
B.6.7.5).  
 Figurines are mostly human representations, with a smaller proportion of animals. Those 
animals have some detail and where explicitly shown, are more frequently herbivores. 
There are significant, though small, proportions of figurines, which are further decorated 
with geometric motifs (Figure B.6.7.7).  
 Jewellery and masks have a limited range, unsurprisingly due to low numbers (Figure 
B.6.7.8 and Figure B.6.7.9.). 
 Paintings have a huge variation of motifs (Figure B.6.7.9.). There is a large variety of 
animals, including very specifically represented male animals (Figure 6.7.17). Indeed, this 
masculine trait extends to humans with few female representations. Humans are the most 
represented, but where animals are represented, the highest frequency is that of 
herbivores, and in smaller numbers carnivores.  
 
Figure 6.7.17 Item number 248 showing distinctly portrayed male animals (male deer with penis and large 
antlers) from the north wall of ‘shrine’ F.V.I at Çatalhöyük: a) illustration; b) photograph (Mellaart 1966:PL 
LIX) 
a) b) c) 
a) b) 
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 Engraved reliefs are decorated with geometric motifs, mostly lines, lozenges, and v’s. 
Where there are naturalistic motifs, animals appear more frequently than humans (Figure 
B.6.7.10). Other relief, by contrast, is mostly naturalistic motifs with only a few examples of 
human representation. There seems to be a disparity between the types of relief. Sunken 
relief consists only of carnivorous and omnivorous animals whilst raised and high relief is 
more commonly by herbivores (Figure B.6.7.11).  
 Sculpture is similar to figurines with a larger number of human representations than 
animals and a few further elaborated with geometric motifs (Figure B.6.7.12). However, 
unlike figurines, the only animals represented are either carnivores or omnivores. Where 
sex is obvious in human sculptures, only human males can be identified with no overtly 
female representations. This may be contested, as some of the ‘Ain Ghazal plaster cached 
statues have been interpreted as female, but I was not convinced of their overtly female 
characteristics as per my classification (as described in my methodology). This makes 
particular reference to item number 800 (Figure 6.7.18) 
 
Figure 6.7.18 Item number 800, sculpture from ‘Ain Ghazal (Schmandt-Besserat 1998:2) 
6.7.6 MAIN MOTIF IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE BY REGION BY PERIOD 
The patterns observed by cross comparing these two variables only serves to further highlight the 
established patterns noted in sections 6.5.4, 6.5.5, and 6.7.3. The graphs associated with this 
analysis can be found in Appendix B. 
In addition to the patterns already observed above in Central Anatolia, which is also evident here 
(Figure B.6.7.14 to Figure B.6.7.18), we see that in the PPNB has a very high frequency of geometric 
motifs across all the artefact types. Though there is evidence for human and animal representations, 
these are simple and without detail such as sex or species. The PN, by contrast, is far more elaborate 
in its diversity. Geometric motifs are still common, and still a dominant feature of grooved stones 
and portable items as was in the PPNB, but now paintings and relief make up the full motif 
spectrum. Naturalistic motifs dominate especially humans and human details that are human 
specific motifs such as headlessness, clothing, jewellery, holding weapons etc. Where specified, 
herbivores are the most commonly depicted type of animal. This is true across paintings and in 
figurines.  
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Though there is very little data from Cyprus, the PPNB and PN assemblages show adherence to 
broad overall trends (Figure B.6.7.19 and Figure B.6.7.20). The decorated handheld tools and 
decorated portable items are all exclusively decorated with geometric motifs and the most common 
motif, by far, is crosshatch. Human representations, which are limited to figurines, dominate over 
animal ones though there is an example of an animal representation on a vessel which is unique 
(Figure 6.7.19). The dichotomy of naturalistic figurines and geometric on all other items is clear here. 
Though there is a larger assemblage in the PPNB, the PN assemblage is similar. 
 
Figure 6.7.19 a) Item number 3109, decorated stone vessel from Khirokitia (Saliou 1989:173); b) Item number 
2735, schematic animal figurine from the Epipalaeolithic level of Trench E at Abu Hureyra (Moore & Hillman 
1975:65)  
Analysis of the Northern Levant (Figure B.6.7.21 to Figure B.6.7.25) shows that the Epipalaeolithic 
has a small assemblage but includes an animal figurine from Abu Hureyra (Figure 6.7.19 ). Alongside 
the established pattern of an increased range of artefact types and frequency of motifs in the PPNA, 
we now see that decorated grooved stones, decorated installations, and vessels are mostly 
decorated with geometric motifs (though there are a few examples of naturalistic motifs for the 
latter). Figurines are undecorated beyond their intended form across the whole assemblage, whilst 
animal figurines are more common that human ones. Though there are more examples of 
carnivores, as opposed to herbivores, amongst animal representation, there are no further specific 
details portrayed. The PPNB assemblage is far smaller, but here we see that human figurines are 
more frequent than animal ones in contrast to the PPNA figurine assemblage. The PN sees an 
interesting trend, unlike the preceding periods, now with examples of herbivore representations on 
vessels and the figurine assemblage has a higher proportion of animal figurines as opposed to 
human ones. 
In Northern Mesopotamia (Figure B.6.7.26 to Figure B.6.7.28), the whole Epipalaeolithic assemblage 
in this region is decorated with geometric motifs. The only exceptions are the figurines which are 
exclusively animals. Vessels, in particular, are only decorated with lines whereas the rest have varied 
schemes with a dominance of lines, crosshatch, vs, and zigzags. Decorated portable items have the 
greatest variation of motifs in the whole assemblage. The PPNA has a more restricted range of 
motifs. In the PPNB, the proportion of figurines increases with a rise in animal and bird 
representations. Each of these is greater in number than human representations. Vessels are still 
simply decorated, now with lines and crosshatch. Decorated grooved stones, like their vessel 
a) b) 
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counterparts, are also simply decorated with only lines. Decorated portable items, as in the 
Epipalaeolithic, have the greatest variety of motifs.  
In South-Eastern Anatolia (Figure B.6.7.29 to Figure B.6.7.32), though there is human 
representation, they do not have any further elaboration. There are a far greater number of animal 
representations as opposed to human ones, and where clear carnivores are more prevalent than 
herbivores. Human representations are found only on decorated architectural elements and in 
sculpture whilst all the figurines are animals. Architectural elements have a huge range of animal 
representations, along with human ones, and both are limited male representations. The PPNB has a 
lower frequency of geometric motifs than the previous period though we see an increasing number 
of human representations. Female representations are evident in this period and are now equal to 
male ones. Herbivores, where animals are depicted, now outnumber carnivores in number.  
In the Southern Levantine region, all artefacts are decorated with a small range of geometric motifs, 
with the exception of figurines which are unelaborated human and animal figures. This is true across 
all the periods (Figure B.6.7.33 to Figure B.6.7.38). What changes is the frequency in which they are 
employed. In the PPNA, there is a small increase in the range of motifs used as compared to the 
Epipalaeolithic. The PPNB and PN see a major shift in the proportion of geometric motifs used, as 
compared to the PPNA, though the range of motifs remains the same. Sculptures are all human 
though some are further elaborated with geometric motifs.  
Western Anatolia (Figure B.6.7.40 to Figure B.6.7.42), like other Epipalaeolithic throughout the 
regions, has a very small assemblage. By contrast, the PPNB of this region sees a clear shift. The 
assemblage is now far larger, the largest proportion of which are human figurines. There is a great 
deal of human detail, with a far higher proportion of females to males when sex is clearly shown. 
Unlike the other regions, a significant proportion of the figurines are realistic (as defined in my 
methodology in Chapter 4). Interestingly, the paintings from this region and this period are formed 
with geometric motifs alone. Alongside these figurines are a handful of decorated grooved stones, 
portable items, and handheld tools, decorated with ladders, lines, and schematic animals and birds. 
6.7.7 SUMMARY OF MAIN MOTIFS 
 CAN WE PLOT THE APPEARANCE AND/OR DISAPPEARANCE OF SPECIFIC MOTIFS 
THROUGH TIME? 
Looking at the distribution of Main Motifs, there are some clear chronological trends. Realistic 
imagery, regardless of what it is representing, is not present in the Epipalaeolithic at all and is static 
through the PPNA to PN. Animal representation, regardless of species, peaks in the PPNB and PN. By 
contrast, arthropods, birds and reptiles peak in the PPNA. Equally, carnivores peak in the PPNA 
whilst herbivores peaks in the PN. Humans are represented in all periods but show a dramatic peak, 
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first in the PPNB and then double again in the PN. Both these periods see a major increase in 
numbers and a full complement of details. The PN also has a unique dominance of figurines which 
are headless by design, often with a hollow enabling a separate (organic?) head to be attached. 
Geometric motifs are varied and found in all periods. Some elements, such as brick and star motifs, 
could be said to be period specific but on closer examination they are instead site specific and a very 
specific variation unrelated to broader chronological trends. 
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC REGION? 
The regional distribution shows some interesting patterns, where there are some regionally specific 
patterns. However, these trends appear to be chronologically specific within each region. There does 
not seem to be any realistic motifs within my data from Cyprus, Southern Mesopotamia or Northern 
Mesopotamia. The first two, considering the small samples, is unsurprising. The latter, considering 
the proximity to the image-rich Anatolia and Northern Levant, is interesting and worth looking at 
further. Animal representations have distinct regional trends. Whilst animals are represented 
everywhere, they are dominant in Southern Levant (50% more). These animal representations are 
also more likely to be herbivores, again dominant in Southern Levant and secondarily in Central 
Anatolia. Birds too, are found in all main areas. By contrast, arthropods are only found in Northern 
Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia, reptiles and carnivores are only found in Anatolia and Northern 
Levant.  
Human representations are found in all regions, however like with animal representations, they 
dominate in the Southern Levant. Indeed, there are 70% more human representations in this region 
than any other. That said, those representations are often simple whereas the full spectrum of 
human details is dominant in Central Anatolia. Female representations are found in all main regions, 
but are dominant in Western Anatolia whilst male representations dominate in South-Eastern 
Anatolia.  
Geometric motifs, as expected, are found everywhere. The few exceptions appear to be site specific 
and have already been mentioned. A new pattern found in this regional analysis which proves 
interesting is the presence of hands, both unequivocally separate as a motif from the human whole 
or presented in an ambiguous schematic context. Such representations are only found in Central and 
South-Eastern Anatolia and Northern Levant.  
 CAN WE MAP SPECIFIC MOTIFS DIFFUSE ACROSS REGIONS THROUGH TIME? 
The patterns we see in the Main Motifs across the regions and across time mirror many of the same 
patterns we have already discussed but the most significant points are these: 
The PN of Central Anatolia sees a dominance of humans and an almost complete range of geometric 
motifs, not seen in any other period.  
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Northern Levant always has a small selection of geometric motifs. What is interesting is the 
Epipalaeolithic presence of animals but the lack of humans. Humans, with detail, appear in the 
PPNA, in tandem with an expansion and dominance of animals in this period. The PPNB (and 
continuing into PN) shows a retraction of geometric motifs and an increase of human and animal 
ones, specifically, human representation outnumbering animal ones. 
The PPNB of Northern Mesopotamia has the first appearance of humans, but birds (particularly birds 
of prey) and animals (mostly omnivores) dominate.  
The PPNA of South-Eastern Anatolia, alongside a good range of geometric motifs, has little human 
representations, but instead a huge range of animals alongside arthropods, birds, and reptiles. 
Specifically, realistic representations are almost equal to schematic ones. There are more carnivores 
and omnivores than herbivores, and there is a generally good range of animal detail. The PPNB sees 
a huge increase in human representations which now outnumber animal ones. Schematic 
representation returns to a dominant position, human details increase, and male and female (where 
evident) human representations are equal. The PN see a further development, with humans still 
dominating over animal representations and animals are now herbivores rather the carnivores.  
The Epipalaeolithic and PPNA of the Southern Levant are characterised by limited and simple motifs. 
However, where the Epipalaeolithic has no naturalistic motifs, the PPNA has the first evidence for 
human representation. By contrast, the PPNB, PPNC, and PN show a remarkable increase in 
immaterial motifs, specifically schematic herbivores dominating the PPNB and schematic humans 
dominating the PN. Significantly, the range of geometric motifs remains static and reflects the same 
distribution throughout all the periods. 
In the PPNB of Western Anatolia, there are a large number of human representations, especially 
females. Realistic representations are also equal to schematic ones in this period which is rare across 
the whole region. The PN are similar, with a greater number of human details, and a larger disparity 
between animals and the dominant human representations.  
 ARE MOTIFS UNIQUE, OR EXCLUSIVE, TO ONLY CERTAIN TYPES OF ITEM? 
Broadly speaking, as with the trends noticed looking at motif type, Complexity, and Density whilst 
certain motifs are not unique to one artefact type, we do see groups of artefacts which are similarly 
treated. Certain designs are dominant to specific groups of artefacts and certain artefact types do 
have distinctive combinations. Further, these distinctive combinations also reveal differing 
developments as based upon regional and chronological trends. Decorated grooved stones, 
decorated installations, decorated portable items, figurines, sculptures, and vessels are all 
statistically similar to each other. Interestingly, whilst architecture is similar sculpture, sculpture 
similar to figurines and figurines similar to installations, none of these artefact types are similar to 
anything else.  
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Overall, the distribution follows the broad regional and chronological trends already described. 
PPNB and PN Central Anatolia have an interesting dichotomy of elaborate geometric decorated 
grooved stones and decorated tools versus the naturalistic figurines. Uniquely, PN paintings 
encompass the full range of motifs in large numbers.  
The Epipalaeolithic of Northern Levant is largely geometric with the exception of animal figurines. 
The PPNA sees an increase of both artefact type and motif range as are representations animal 
figurines dominate over humans and carnivores dominate over herbivores. The PPNB and PN are 
limited by comparison though interestingly human figurines dominate over animals.  
The Epipalaeolithic of Northern Mesopotamia, like the Northern Levant, is geometric but for the 
exception of animal figurines. In the PPNB, the proportion of figurines increases with a rise in animal 
and bird representations. Each of these is greater in number than human representations.  
In South-Eastern Anatolia, the PPNA has a huge range of all motifs, with animal representations 
dominating human ones by a huge degree. Carnivorous animals are more prevalent than herbivores. 
Architectural elements have a huge range of animal representation, often male if specifically 
depicted. The PPNB has a lowering of geometric motif numbers with an increase in human 
representations. Female representations appear and are now equal to male ones. Herbivores, where 
animals are depicted, now outnumber carnivores.  
In the Southern Levantine Epipalaeolithic and PPNA, all artefacts are decorated with a small range of 
geometric motifs with the exception of the animal and human figurines. The PPNB, continuing on 
through the PN, sees a major reduction in the proportion of geometric motifs used though the 
variety remains the same. Sculptures are all human and figurines are un-elaborated human and 
animal representations. But overall the other artefacts in the assemblage are decorated with 
geometric motifs only. 
Western Anatolia has an Epipalaeolithic assemblage where geometric motifs dominate, and animal 
representations outnumber humans. These changes in the PPNB, when human representations 
dominate, specifically females, and other artefacts such as decorated grooved stones show a huge 
variety of all motifs, with interesting use of animals and birds. Realistic representations are nearly 
equal to schematic ones and indeed, realistic representations dominate when looking at the figurine 
assemblage in isolation. Interestingly, and uniquely amongst paintings within my database, the 
paintings from this region and this period are formed with geometric motifs alone. The PN 
assemblage is dominated by figurines, with very few decorated further. Humans outnumber animal 
representations, and female figurines outnumber male ones when sex is shown, by a huge 
proportion. Alongside these figurines are a handful of decorated grooved stones and handheld tools, 
decorated with ladder, lines, and schematic animals and birds. 
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6.8 SUBSISTENCE 
Subsistence is difficult to equate and compare in tandem with artefact and social changes, simply 
because these strategies are so flexible and fluid. In reality, and in the broadest terms, there are 28 
different subsistence strategies within my data – hunter-gatherers dominating by a significant 
proportion. These strategies are not regionally limited but do show an interesting trend with the 
greatest variation appearing in the PPNB ( Table 6.8.1). This makes sense as the corresponding 
evidence points to the first domesticated plants and animals at this time and is interesting because, 
as already shown, this coincides with a decrease in the range and frequency of artefact types.  
6.8.1 SUBSISTENCE DISTRIBUTION 
 
 Table 6.8.1 Data of subsistence strategy by region and period (number of phases associated)  
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6.8.2 SIMPLIFIED SUBSISTENCE DISTRIBUTION 
For the purpose of this analysis, since 28 variations do not enable easy interpretation, I have further 
collected the different subsistence strategies into 10 broad groups, from hunter-gatherers on one 
end of the spectrum and those who rely virtually completely on farming and herding at the other. 
For the purpose of this thesis, I call these 10 broad groups ‘simplified subsistence strategies’ and this 
is how they are referred to in graphs relating to this analysis. Hunter-gatherer strategies are 
dominant in this dataset, whether this includes completely forager communities or foragers who are 
practising small-scale cultivation. Even in the domestication end of the spectrum, no single site has a 
complete reliance on domesticated animals and plants.  
The Epipalaeolithic is characterised by a spectrum of hunter-gatherers with evidence for some 
mixed, though limited, cultivating practices. The same is true for the PPNA though there seems to be 
some evidence for increased animal interaction. By contrast, the PPNB is represented by the full 
range of subsistence strategies though in all cases there is still some reliance on wild resources and 
not a complete dependence upon domesticated plants and animals. This is also true for the PN 
though here we start to have evidence for dependent agricultural strategies. But while these trends 
are regionally distinctive, and all in all, the broad trends seen chronologically, apply, more or less, to 
each region (Table 6.8.2). Simple limited hunter-gatherer strategies characterise the Epipalaeolithic, 
broadening slightly in the PPNA. There is an expanded spectrum of strategies in the PPNB which 
develops further to the full range of the PN. In these final periods, we have simple hunter-gatherers 
on one end and more complex domestic-dependant strategies on the other.  
 
Table 6.8.2 Data of simplified subsistence strategy by region and period (number of phases associated with 
each strategy from every site in my database, though elaborate artefacts are not found in every phase) 
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6.8.3 SIMPLIFIED SUBSISTENCE IN RELATION TO SITE SIZE 
In many regions, there appears to be a correlation between site size and subsistence strategy, where 
larger sites appear to have, in many cases, more complex strategies including elements of cultivation 
and domestication (Table 6.8.3). As Epipalaeolithic sites across the region are for the most part 
small, there is no distinctive subsistence pattern. Only in two regions, Central Anatolia and Southern 
Levant, could it be said that an increase in site size parallels an increasingly mixed subsistence 
strategy with the largest sites having a partially mixed farming economy. However, in every other 
region, there appears to be no distinct correlation, instead, we see a varied distribution of 
subsistence strategies without a clear chronological or site size dependent correlation.  
  
Table 6.8.3 Data of the distribution of simplified subsistence in relation to site size by region and period 
6.8.4 SIMPLIFIED SUBSISTENCE IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE 
DISTRIBUTION 
Overall we can note a general trend of more varied assemblages with large architectural features 
associated with strategies which are dependent upon a hunter-gatherer lifestyle to some degree. By 
contrast, the adoption of herding, cultivating, and domestication sees a reduction of assemblage 
variation and a limiting of larger decorated elements and, whilst paintings are found in small 
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numbers throughout, they are most frequent associated with a mixed agricultural strategy (#08 
(P.DomMix; A.DomMix)) which is a pattern resulting from the large dataset from Çatalhöyük. The 
most striking patterns seen in the data (as identified in the graphs in Appendix B Figure B.6.8.1 to 
Figure B.6.8.5) are described below: 
01.  
P HG;  
A HG 
An exclusively hunter-gatherer strategy This subsistence strategy has every 
artefact type except paintings and reliefs. 
The presence of architectural 
installations is very interesting, as is the 
huge proportion of vessels.  
02.  
P HG;  
A HGMix 
An exclusively gathering strategy, 
alongside hunting with some evidence 
for animal management in small 
proportions 
Whilst the assemblage from this 
subsistence strategy is more restricted, it 
is still very similar distribution to #01 
(P.HG; A.HG) above. 
03.  
P HGMix;  
A HG 
A predominantly hunting strategy, 
alongside gathering with some evidence 
for cultivating in small proportions  
In this assemblage, we see evidence for 
relief but no decorated installations, 
alongside a wide spectrum of artefact 
types.  
04. 
P HG;  
A DomMix 
An exclusive gathering strategy, clear 
evidence for animal management and 
domestication while still exploiting wild 
animal resources 
Limited, figurines only. 
05.  
P HGMix;  
A HGMix 
A predominantly hunter-gatherer 
strategy, with evidence for some 
cultivation and animal management in 
small proportions 
In this strategy, we find a good selection 
of all artefact types, including 
architectural installations, sculptures, 
and reliefs.  
06.  
P HGMix;  
A DomMix 
A predominantly gathering strategy with 
some evidence for cultivation, clear 
evidence for animal management and 
domestication while still exploiting wild 
animal resources 
This strategy as a small range of artefact 
types and no large features. 
07.  
P DomMix;  
A HGMix 
A predominantly hunting strategy with 
some evidence for animal management, 
alongside agriculture with clear evidence 
for cultivation and plant domestication 
while still exploiting wild plant resources 
This assemblage is limited and very 
similar to #06 (P.HGMix; A.DomMix) 
above. 
08.  
P DomMix;  
A mixed agricultural strategy, with 
evidence for cultivation, animal 
A wide selection of artefacts, lower 
numbers of decorated grooved stones 
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A DomMix management, and domestication, whilst 
still exploiting wild resources 
and tools as compared to the other 
strategies, and instead a dominance of 
portable Items, figurines, paintings and 
sculpture. 
09.  
P DomMix;  
A Dom 
A mixed agricultural strategy with a 
complete dependence on domestic 
animals, with evidence for cultivation, 
plant domestication whilst still exploiting 
wild plant resources 
Limited, figurines only. 
10.  
P Dom;  
A DomMix 
A mixed agricultural strategy with a 
complete dependence on domestic 
plants, with evidence for animal 
management and domestication whilst 
still exploiting wild animal resources 
This assemblage consists of a smaller 
range of artefacts, as compared to the 
other strategies, and instead almost 
exclusively formed of decorated portable 
items and figurines. 
SIMPLIFIED SUBSISTENCE IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE BY REGION AND 
PERIOD  
In addition to the patterns identified above, there appears to be some regional variation within the 
scope of the sites within my database (as identified in the graphs in Appendix B Figure B.6.8.6 to 
Figure B.6.8.10). In Central Anatolia, there may be a correlation between the subsistence strategy 
employed and the repertoire of artefacts found within each period. Predominantly hunter-gatherer 
strategies, in both the Epipalaeolithic and PPNB, see a limited assemblage, most commonly 
consisting of decorated grooved stones. Evidence from mixed hunter-gatherer-cultivator strategies 
in the PPNB (#05 (P.HGMix; A.HGMix)) sees a far wider range of artefacts, whilst the PN mixed 
agricultural strategies have an expanded artefact range with a predominance of figurines and 
paintings, alongside smaller numbers of decorated handheld tools and reliefs. This is in contrast to 
the contemporary PN pastoral-gathering strategy (#06 (P.HGMix; A.DomMix)) which has a smaller 
range of artefacts. In this region, at least, we see some correlation between strategy and artefact 
range, though in reality this correlation is likely linked to the type of site in that they represent 
increasingly large and permanent villages, a pattern described in section 6.4 above, into which the 
PN pastoral evidence fits better. 
Cypriot sites show very little patterning due to limited data but it is interesting to see that these 
colonising communities were comprised of predominantly mixed agricultural strategies, which are 
associated with a higher frequency of decorated portable items and figurines.  
The Epipalaeolithic in Northern Levant is characterised by hunter-gatherer subsistence strategies 
which are limited with decorated portable items, figurines, as well as decorated vessels. By contrast, 
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these same two strategies in the PPNA are instead associated with a much larger range of artefact 
types including decorated grooved stones, decorated portable items, figurines, relief, decorated 
installations, as well as decorated vessels. The PPNB and PN sees a wide range of strategies across 
the spectrum, but without an obvious trend of artefacts related to them. The differences in 
assemblages appear to be chronologically specific without particular correlation to subsistence. That 
said, in the PPNB and PN, it could be said that strategies more agricultural in nature have more 
diverse assemblages than the hunter-gatherer/cultivator strategies that exist in tandem.  
Northern Mesopotamia has broadly unchanging assemblages, and whilst there are interesting 
patterns where decorated architectural elements are associated with hunter-gatherer strategies, 
there is little correlation between artefact range and subsistence, and equally little change over 
time.  
In the PPNA of South-Eastern Anatolia is characterised by hunter-gatherer and mixed hunter-
gatherer strategies, the later associated with unique evidence for relief and sculpture. Similar mixed 
hunter-gatherer strategies in the PPNB have similar evidence, along with mixed agricultural 
strategies now also associated with decorated architectural elements and sculpture, alongside 
figurines, vessels, and decorated portable items.  
Southern Levant has the largest amount of data, and the largest variety of subsistence strategies and 
artefact types. However, a closer examination of the distribution of artefact types across the 
strategies, through time, reveals that the range of artefacts across the periods, along with the 
consistent dominance of decorated portable items and figurines throughout, results in a little 
correlation between artefact type and subsistence strategy. Instead, the changes appear to be 
chronological in nature as already described in section 6.5 above, without an obvious correlation to 
subsistence strategy, whilst the increase PN assemblages likely a result of recovery bias in the 
excavation of larger sites. This pattern holds true for Western Anatolia, which sees chronological 
changes in artefact types, as already described in section 6.5 above, without a distinct correlation to 
subsistence strategies.  
Correlation between subsistence strategy and artefact repertoire is not evident in Western Anatolia 
either. The Epipalaeolithic is characterised by strategy #01 (P.HG; A.HG) with decorated portable 
items. PPNB strategy #05 (P.HGMix; A.HGMix) has a vast range by comparison including grooved 
stones, tools, decorated portable items, figurines and jewellery. The same strategy in the PN, by 
contrast, is limited to figurines. Indeed, the PN as a whole is greatly reduced in range and specifically 
dominated by figurines across all subsistence strategies. The changes in this region, therefore, 
appear to be chronological rather than subsistence specific. 
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6.8.5 SIMPLIFIED SUBSISTENCE IN RELATION TO MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY, 
AND DENSITY 
Looking at the same range of subsistence strategies and shifting our focus to motif type, complexity, 
and density, there is again similarity across all subsistence types. Whilst my analysis has shown some 
interesting patterns looking at this variable (Figure B.6.8.11 to Figure B.6.8.15 in Appendix B), as 
with the analysis in section 6.8.4, I feel that chronological attributes are most evident, with little 
correlation to subsistence strategy across the regions. What new patterns do emerge, are more fully 
teased out looking at the Main Motifs in section 6.8.6 below.  
6.8.6 SIMPLIFIED SUBSISTENCE IN RELATION TO MAIN MOTIF DISTRIBUTION 
Similar patterns as those identified when looking at motif type, Complexity, and Density are evident 
when looking at the range of Main Motifs from a subsistence point of view. It can be said the 
primarily mixed hunter-gatherer societies have a broader range of motifs in comparison to primarily 
mixed domesticated societies. The most striking patterns seen in the data (as identified in the graphs 
in Appendix B Figure B.6.8.16 and Figure B.6.8.17) are described below: 
 01.  
P HG;  
A HG 
An exclusively hunter-gatherer 
strategy 
This strategy is has a high frequency of 
geometric motifs, the dominant motifs being 
lines, crosses and v’s. In naturalistic motifs, 
animals are represented more than humans, 
and herbivores represented more than 
carnivores.  
02.  
P HG;  
A HGMix 
An exclusively gathering strategy, 
alongside hunting with some 
evidence for animal management 
in small proportions 
This strategy has a smaller range of geometric 
motifs, as compared to the other strategies, 
but these are still dominant. Within 
naturalistic motifs, animals are represented 
more than humans, and again herbivores are 
represented more than carnivores.  
03.  
P HGMix;  
A HG 
A predominantly hunting strategy, 
alongside gathering with some 
evidence for cultivating in small 
proportions  
In this strategy, there is a greater selection of 
animal motifs which, together are of a greater 
number than human representations, both of 
which are more frequent than in the two 
strategies above. Herbivores and carnivores 
are seen in equal numbers, and human 
females are more common. None the less, the 
most common motifs are geometric.   
04. 
P HG;  
A DomMix 
An exclusive gathering strategy, 
clear evidence for animal 
management and domestication 
while still exploiting wild animal 
resources 
This strategy has a limited repertoire though 
there are human representations. 
05.  
P HGMix;  
A HGMix 
A predominantly hunter-gatherer 
strategy, with evidence for some 
cultivation and animal 
management in small proportions 
In this strategy, human representations are 
seen in larger numbers than that of animals. 
Whilst there is a full range of geometric 
motifs, the overall proportions are lower than 
in other strategies. There is a good selection of 
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human details (as defined in my methodology) 
which corresponds with a high level of realistic 
representations. Human female 
representations outnumber those of men 
where sex is clearly defined.  
06.  
P HGMix;  
A DomMix 
A predominantly gathering strategy 
with some evidence for cultivation, 
clear evidence for animal 
management and domestication 
while still exploiting wild animal 
resources 
This strategy is very similar the strategy above, 
with a high number of human representations, 
specifically female representations. Unlike the 
strategy above, there is a more limited range 
of geometric motifs.  
07.  
P DomMix;  
A HGMix 
A predominantly hunting strategy 
with some evidence for animal 
management, alongside agriculture 
with clear evidence for cultivation 
and plant domestication while still 
exploiting wild plant resources 
This strategy sees a prevalence of animal and 
human representations, with only 6 geometric 
examples associated. Where shown species is 
evident, herbivores are more commonly 
depicted than carnivores.  
08.  
P DomMix;  
A DomMix 
A mixed agricultural strategy, with 
evidence for cultivation, animal 
management, and domestication, 
whilst still exploiting wild resources 
Whilst there is a full range of geometric motifs 
in this strategy, overall there are very low 
proportions. Naturalistic motifs are most 
common with humans outnumbering animal 
representations. There is also a good range of 
human details (as defined in my methodology) 
in this strategy.  
09.  
P DomMix;  
A Dom 
A mixed agricultural strategy with a 
complete dependence on domestic 
animals, with evidence for 
cultivation, plant domestication 
whilst still exploiting wild plant 
resources 
Limited 
10.  
P Dom;  
A DomMix 
A mixed agricultural strategy with a 
complete dependence on domestic 
plants, with evidence for animal 
management and domestication 
whilst still exploiting wild animal 
resources 
Human representations dominate this strategy 
by very large percentage, as compared to the 
small amounts of animal representations and 
geometric motifs.  
SIMPLIFIED SUBSISTENCE IN RELATION TO MAIN MOTIF BY REGION AND 
PERIOD  
Looking in more detail at the distribution of these items across the region and through time, there 
are some patterns (as identified in the graphs in Appendix B Figure B.6.8.18 to Figure B.6.8.25 ). But 
closer examination reveals little discrepancy between the patterns seen in section 6.6 above and no 
distinct correlation to subsistence strategy. This is certainly true in Central Anatolia, where a similar 
interpretation is considered for the subsistence strategy patterning relating more closely to 
settlement size and type. The same could be said for South-Eastern Anatolia. In the Northern Levant 
and Northern Mesopotamia, the trends seen are more likely linked to chronological changes 
irrespective of subsistence strategy. The Southern Levantine data, yet again, points to chronological 
patterning irrespective of subsistence strategy and falls in line with the patterns seen above. The 
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same can be said for Western Anatolia, and again Cyprus and Southern Mesopotamia have too small 
an assemblage to discuss fully.  
6.8.7 SUMMARY OF SUBSISTENCE DISTRIBUTION 
 LOOKING AT CORRESPONDING TIME PERIODS, ARE SPECIFIC ARTEFACT TYPES UNIQUE TO 
PARTICULAR SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES, FOR EXAMPLE, HUNTER-GATHERERS VS. 
CULTIVATORS VS. AGRICULTURALISTS VS. PASTORALISTS OR ANY COMBINATION OF 
STRATEGIES? 
 DO ARTEFACT TYPES CHANGE AS SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES CHANGE, OVER TIME AND 
ACROSS THE REGION? 
Subsistence strategies are flexible and fluid. Paired with the difficulty in identifying cultivation and 
animal management alongside poor preservation and retrieval, it makes a cross comparison 
between sites, region, and period, difficult to corroborate. As such, subsistence is difficult to equate 
and compare in tandem with artefact and social changes. In relation to the questions posed, we see 
that more often than not, while some patterns do seem to correlate with some specific subsistence 
changes such as those seen in Central Anatolia, they are equally, and perhaps more strongly linked 
to regional and chronological patterns as more clearly seen in the evidence for Northern and 
Southern Levant. Strategies are not regionally limited but do show an interesting trend with the 
widest range of subsistence types appearing in the PPNB and PN. This correlates with a reduction 
but diversification of artefact type in the PPNB which continues into the figurine dominated PN. It is 
interesting, therefore, that there is little subsistence diversification in the PPNA, which would 
correlate with the rapid increase of artefact range and number that has already been identified 
above in section 6.5, and motifs range and number as identified in section 6.7.  
Looking at the artefact assemblages in detail, we see that the larger artefacts, reliefs and paintings, 
appear to be associated with the more flexible hunter-gatherer-cultivator strategies, whilst the 
largest architectural installations appear to be associated with the purely hunter-gatherer strategy. 
Further, strategies more reliant on cultivation and domesticates have a more limited assemblage, 
with a shift away from decorated grooved stone and handheld tools, and instead a higher frequency 
of decorated portable items, figurines, and sculptures. Interestingly, the decline of large features 
such as architectural elements and reliefs is replaced by paintings in these more domesticate 
dependent strategies, with a huge number of paintings specifically associated with Çatalhöyük. 
 ARE SPECIFIC DESIGNS (MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY, AND DENSITY) RELATED TO SPECIFIC 
SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES? 
As has already been identified, potential patterns seen subsistence strategies and motif type, 
complexity, and density, are more clearly correlated to chronological variables and not with the 
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strategies themselves. This is clearer when looking at the designs in more detail through the Main 
Motifs.  
 LOOKING AT CORRESPONDING TIME PERIODS, ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS UNIQUE TO 
PARTICULAR SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES, FOR EXAMPLE, HUNTER-GATHERERS VS. 
CULTIVATORS VS. AGRICULTURALISTS VS. PASTORALISTS OR ANY COMBINATION OF 
STRATEGIES? 
 DO MOTIFS CHANGE AS SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES CHANGE, OVER TIME AND ACROSS THE 
REGION? 
Overall, it can be said there is a partial association between a combination of artefact types and 
motifs in relation to subsistence strategy, although in many instances there are distinct regional and 
chronological patterns which seem to transcend these subsistence changes. This appears to be true 
for Northern Levant, Northern Mesopotamia, South-Eastern Anatolia, Southern Levant, and Western 
Anatolia. It can be said the primarily mixed hunter-gatherer societies have a broader range of motifs 
in comparison to primarily mixed domesticated societies. But in a few regions, potential correlation 
between motif changes and subsistence strategies are potentially evident, as can be seen in Central 
Anatolia. However, as already discussed above, it is more likely that this pattern relates to site size 
and type, rather than subsistence strategy. This pattern is also reliant upon a small number of sites, 
and the large data set from Boncuklu and Çatalhöyük.  
6.9 CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS 
6.9.1 CONTEXTUAL DISTRIBUTION 
Given limited contextual data for many items, it is difficult to compare statistically each public region 
and their periods. That said, it is interesting to note the distinctiveness of Epipalaeolithic of Central 
Anatolia and the PN of Southern Levant. Further graphs relating to this analysis can be found in 
Appendix B Figure B.6.9.1 to Figure B.6.9.4. Looking at the number of artefacts within the 
assemblages across both region and time we can note the following: 
 Central Anatolia – The PPNB and PN have the greatest amount of contextual detailed due to 
the case studies.  
 Cyprus – There is no contextual information provided in the published material. 
 Northern Levant - From the PPNA through to the PN, we have reasonable contextual 
information. Symbolically elaborated material is most commonly associated with domestic 
contexts though in the PPNA this material is found in both domestic and communal 
structures. 
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 Northern Mesopotamia – There is little valuable contextual information, but there are some 
interesting patterns in the domestic structures. 
 South-Eastern Anatolia – Within the PPNA and PPNB, contextual information is limited 
though we have interesting communal structures. 
 Southern Levant – Though we have varied contextual information, a huge proportion of the 
artefacts still come from unspecified contexts. 
 Western Anatolia –There is only limited contextual information provided, with evidence for 
domestic structures in the PPNB. 
CONTEXTUAL DISTRIBUTION BY REGION AND PERIOD 
Examining the contextual distribution across period and region, it is easier to tease out patterns 
looking closer at differing contexts by dividing them into the three main clusters of useful contexts, 
and ignoring those which are unspecific. 
Public contexts are defined as areas which are accessible, in principle, to the whole community. This 
isn’t necessarily limited to large public buildings, where artefacts are clearly in situ, but also open 
working areas, outdoor hearths, and external burials, where artefacts may have been deposited 
unintentionally. Regardless, public contexts include all activities outside of the home and outside of 
the control of a single household. This is in contrast to middens, which is without question the waste 
product of public and private activity mixed into one deposit and is therefore treated separately.  
Though there is an overriding bias with regards to limited contextual information, it is none the less 
interesting to note the patterns. The only evidence for the use of public contexts in the 
Epipalaeolithic comes from burial deposits in Central Anatolia. The PPNA evidence is abundant by 
contrast, and we see high numbers from the Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia (with small 
numbers in Southern Levant), but such associated contexts are absent in the other regions). It is in 
the PPNB that the range of public contexts becomes more extensive though overall numbers of 
artefacts drop significantly. Again, however, such context types are restricted to Central Anatolia, 
Northern and Southern Levant, and South-Eastern Anatolia. Interestingly, Cyprus, Northern 
Mesopotamia, Southern Mesopotamia, and Western Anatolia have no specific evidence for 
symbolically elaborated material found in public contexts in situ. More specifically, evidence for 
communal structures is limited to Northern and Southern Levant, and South-Eastern Anatolia. 
Looking now at private contexts, it’s clear that there are more artefacts in these types of deposits, 
specifically domestic structures. Again there is a large number from the PPNB and especially the PN 
of Central Anatolia, a bias of my case studies. Again there is no data from Cyprus and Southern 
Mesopotamia due to publication limitations, and interestingly, due to the nature of South-Eastern 
Anatolian sites, no evidence for private contexts in that region either. Domestic structures dominate 
in all aspects. There is limited Epipalaeolithic data from Southern Levant only. There is no across-the-
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board peak, instead, there are regional peaks which include the PN in Central Anatolia and Northern. 
Northern Mesopotamia has a similar level for PPNA and PPNB only. The Southern Levant, which has 
evidence in all periods, shows a limited PPNA peak. And it is here that we have the most varied types 
of private contexts as compared with other regions. Western Anatolia only has evidence in the 
PPNB, again likely due to excavation bias. 
Middens are interesting, in terms of their formation and content, but unfortunately, we have little 
data in relation to them. Again, we have a biassed peak in the PPNB and PN of Central Anatolia, 
alongside limited PPNB data and an extensive peak in PN Southern Levant.  
 
Figure 6.9.1 Distribution of artefact numbers associated with public contexts by region and period 
 
Figure 6.9.2 Distribution of artefact numbers associated with private contexts by region and period 
172 
 
 
Figure 6.9.3 Distribution of artefact numbers associated with midden contexts by region and period 
6.9.2 CONTEXTUAL DISTRIBUTION IN RELATION TO SITE SIZE  
Looking at context type in relation to site size is limited. The biases already mentioned still exist, and 
site sizes are in most cases unsubstantiated estimations. So a deeper analysis of this relationship 
may well prove fruitless. However, there are a few interesting things to note. Communal structures 
appear in both quite small sites (1,000-4,999, 5,000-9,999, and 10,000-14,999 m
2
) as well as 
significantly larger sites (70,000-74,999 and 100,000-199,999 m
2
). Artefacts from domestic 
structures are evident in almost all categories of size. The largest sites (200,000+ m
2
) appear to have 
no artefacts associated with communal structures. Instead, they are found in isolated surfaces, pits, 
and installations. Looking at the statistical analysis (using the Brainerd-Robinson Coefficient), it is 
difficult to tease out relevant clusters, as similarities between sizes are clear across the entire range. 
Looking closer, by region and period, would only further dilute the limited contextual information. 
Coupled with imprecise site size, little significant information would be identified.  
 
Figure 6.9.4 Statistical analysis of artefact numbers associated with context type in relation to site sizes  
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Figure 6.9.5 Distribution of artefact numbers associated with public context in relation to site sizes 
 
Figure 6.9.6 Population of artefact numbers associated with private context in relation to site sizes 
6.9.3 CONTEXTUAL DISTRIBUTION IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE 
Domestic structures have the full range of artefact types. Also, this context type represents the 
largest number of specified contexts. Communal structures, too, have an extensive range of 
artefacts associated with them. Middens constitute the second largest group with a smaller but still 
good selection of artefact types. The other context types, however, have a limited range of artefact 
found there. None the less, a brief examination of the distribution of artefact types across the 
contexts may well prove interesting. Graphs relating to this analysis can be found in Appendix B, 
Figure B.6.9.5 to Figure B.6.9.9.  
Looking at the four main groups of contexts, we can identify the following patterns: 
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 Middens have a range of small items, mostly fragmentary, with the largest proportion being 
fragments of figurines in all periods 
 In domestic areas, we see a great variation of items, figurine dominating across all contexts, 
and interestingly huge proportion of paintings - there are no sculptures and only some 
architectural elements 
 Public contexts, by comparison, have few figurines and are instead dominated by 
architectural installations and sculptures.  
 There is also an interesting statistical cluster which points to a similarity between hearths, 
isolated outdoor surfaces, open areas, and pits (which all contain figurines). These are 
interesting as, while they are part of a public space, such areas are domestic in nature. This 
is as opposed to the activities which may have occurred within the communal structure.  
By far, the most informative aspect of any analysis of this nature is the contextual information with 
regards to the artefacts and their symbolic use. Context reveals the use, life, and importance of an 
item, and/or its symbolic use within a community. More importantly, context helps distinguish 
between facets that would have been used on an individual, private, familial, or community-wide 
scale, depending upon the precise contextual location or the distribution of certain items and/or 
symbols amongst the differing contexts. However, in my analysis, the main problem faced is the lack 
of contextual information provided in the varied publications and site reports. More often than not 
contexts are either unspecified by the author or are derived from a context which cannot be 
interpreted as any value. None the less, an attempt at a contextual analysis will be conducted, 
especially considering the context-rich data possessed for the case studies.  
 
Figure 6.9.7 Statistical analysis of the distribution artefact types within the four main context categories 
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Figure 6.9.8 Statistical analysis of the distribution of artefact type by context type 
DISTRIBUTION OF ARTEFACT TYPES BY CONTEXT, BY REGION, AND BY PERIOD 
Even with the limited contextual information, there are still some chronological and regional trends 
that can be identified. The Epipalaeolithic of Central Anatolia (Figure 6.9.9 and Figure 6.9.10) is 
under-represented, but it seems that all the artefacts accounted for to date have been found in 
funerary deposits – namely plain grooved stones and decorated grooved stones. By contrast, the 
largest proportion of symbolically elaborated material in the PPNB is found in midden context, while 
the PN they are most commonly associated with a domestic context, both with an impressive range 
of artefacts. This good representation of contextual information is due to the two well-documented 
case studies – Boncuklu Höyük and Çatalhöyük. Graphs detailing the full distribution including 
unspecified contexts can be found in Appendix B, Figure 6.9.16 to Figure B.6.9.24. 
Cyprus has a wide range of artefact types but all are from unspecified contexts. This is true for 
Southern Mesopotamia as well.  
Northern Levantine (Figure 6.9.10 and Figure 6.9.11) Epipalaeolithic is characterised only by 
unspecified contexts, whilst the PPNA shows a remarkable contrast between domestic, and 
substantial evidence from public contexts, with a full range assemblage in the latter. Indeed, the 
variety witnessed earlier relating to communal structures is almost exclusively from this region and 
period and does not represent a wider trend. The PPNB is also characterised by unspecific contexts 
limited artefacts found in only four other contexts: open areas, pits, domestic structures, and ovens. 
There is now a lack of communal structures which characterised the PPNA. The PN has far better 
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Oven (private) 0 9 0 100 100 121 114 0 133 100 103 100 0 100 200 122 100 117 99 111 129
Midden (unspec_) 0 32 13 124 112 143 149 8 146 124 117 134 42 124 122 200 124 118 131 149 160
Natura l  Accumulation (unspec_) 0 4 0 200 100 105 157 0 167 200 74 133 0 200 100 124 200 64 73 111 105
Surface/Topsoi l 2 51 30 64 89 128 97 25 97 64 108 83 56 64 117 118 64 200 159 130 141
Unspeci fic Context 2 57 25 73 94 128 105 27 99 73 122 91 50 73 99 131 73 159 200 143 150
Debris 0 33 33 111 122 139 151 22 122 111 95 144 51 111 111 149 111 130 143 200 157
Fi l l  (unspec_) 0 28 25 105 122 154 138 6 133 105 116 124 63 105 129 160 105 141 150 157 200
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contextual evidence with a dominance of domestic structures. However, the assemblage itself only 
has a small range of artefacts: figurines, decorated grooved stones, and vessels 
In Northern Mesopotamia (Figure 6.9.12), as seems to be the trend, there is very little contextual 
information in the Epipalaeolithic. Instead, we see architectural installations in domestic structures 
characterising the PPNA, with no other contextual information, and a PPNB again limited to 
domestic structures but, in this case, containing varied artefacts.  
The PPNA of South-Eastern Anatolia (Figure 6.9.13) is intriguing with a wide range of artefact types, 
limited to unspecified contexts, but a small range of items in one context only: communal structures. 
These contexts containing decorative architectural elements, like those of Northern Mesopotamia, is 
biassed due to the lack of published details with regards to its small artefacts found either within 
these structures or within their fills / middens etc. it not very telling of the community as a whole. 
The same can be said of the PPNB contexts and assemblages but to a much smaller scale. as with 
Northern Levant, these communal structures and the range of artefacts found therein, are unique to 
this region and period and do not reflect a wider trend. 
In the Southern Levant (Figure 6.9.14 and Figure 6.9.15), the Epipalaeolithic in this region is 
dominated by unspecified contexts, though there is clear evidence for domestic and funerary 
contexts as well. Regardless, there is a very limited range of artefacts in this region and period. In 
terms of artefact assemblages, the PPNA is similar to the Epipalaeolithic, with evidence from 
communal, domestic, and unspecified contexts. The PPNB shows a shift. Whilst there is now a 
greater range of artefact types, including sculptures from public caches, there is little other useful 
contextual information. The same is true of the PN though now there is a good proportion of 
material in the middens. Still, as before, there is a limited range of artefact types in this region. 
In Western Anatolia (Figure 6.9.16), the Epipalaeolithic and PN have limited contextual information, 
though interestingly the latter is dominated by figurines though in unspecified contexts. The PPNB, 
by contrast, is dominated by artefacts from domestic contexts. Interestingly, unspecified contexts 
have the widest range of artefact types whilst these domestic structures are limited to decorated 
grooved stones, installations, and dominating figurines which are surprisingly similar to the grooved 
stones, tool, and figurine assemblage of the PN as a whole. 
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Figure 6.9.9 Distribution of artefact types associated with context types in Central Anatolia: a) Epipalaeolithic; 
b) PPNB 
 
Figure 6.9.10 Distribution of artefact types associated with context types in: A) Central Anatolia PN; b) 
Northern Levant PPNA 
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Figure 6.9.11 Distribution of artefact types associated with context types in Northern Levant: a) PPNB; b) PN 
 
Figure 6.9.12 Distribution of artefact types associated with context types in Northern Mesopotamia a) PPNA; 
b) PPNB 
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Figure 6.9.13 Distribution of artefact types associated with context types in South-Eastern Anatolia: a) PPNA; 
b) PPNB 
 
Figure 6.9.14 Distribution of artefact types associated with context types in Southern Levant: a) 
Epipalaeolithic; b) PPNA 
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Figure 6.9.15 Distribution of artefact types associated with context types in Southern Levant: a) PPNB; and b) 
PN 
 
Figure 6.9.16 Distribution of artefact types associated with context types in Western Anatolia PN 
6.9.4 CONTEXTUAL DISTRIBUTION IN RELATION TO MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY, 
AND DENSITY 
I have already discussed the Distribution of motif type, Complexity, and Density across the different 
variables, so it is not surprising to see general patterns re-emerge here looking at contextual 
distribution. Many of the patterns seen here are better understood in relation to artefact type as 
well, as discussed below. That said, there are some interesting trends to mention (Figure 6.9.18 and 
Figure 6.9.19). Caches, pits, and storage (all public) have simple items, all with up to three sets of 
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motifs. More specifically, combined motifs or single naturalistic motifs. Funerary areas, both public 
and private, have both up to two sets of geometric motifs and single naturalistic motifs. It is 
interesting that despite their distinction between private and public, the motif type, Complexity, and 
Density are similar. Indeed, that is evident when looking at the statistics (Figure 6.9.17). Looking now 
at the three largest clusters - communal structures, domestic structures, and middens – we see a 
good distribution of almost all types and complexities. Whilst there is evidence for highly complex 
naturalistic motifs in domestic structures, they constitute barely 1% of the total. Communal 
structures, by contrast, have over 5% of their artefacts as highly complex naturalistic motifs. These 
communal structures, too, have the only evidence for complex combined motifs. By contrast, highly 
complex geometric motifs are mostly found in domestic structures. Both communal and domestic 
structures have about 25% and 50% respectively of their repertoires made up of single naturalistic 
motifs. By contrast, 75% of middens comprise this. In middens, whilst there is a selection of artefacts 
with naturalistic, geometric, and combined motifs, none are highly complex and this dominance of 
single naturalistic motifs is in line with the huge array of figurines found in this context, as already 
discussed. Statistically, there are no particularly clear clusters: all contexts are similar. Indeed, even 
communal structures have parallels in open areas and domestic structures. Patterns seen looking at 
the more in-depth analysis by region and period mirror those found by looking at Main Motifs, and 
as such, have not been present here to avoid unnecessary repetition. 
 
Figure 6.9.17 Statistical analysis of the distribution of Motif Types, Complexity and Density associated with 
contexts types  
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Figure 6.9.18 Distribution of Motif Types, Complexity and Density associated with context types 
 
Figure 6.9.19 Population of Motif Types, Complexity and Density associated with context types 
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6.9.5 CONTEXTUAL DISTRIBUTION IN RELATION TO MAIN MOTIFS 
As with the rest of the contextual analysis, the same biases prevail here. There appears to be a good 
distribution of contexts looking at all the Main Motifs. Indeed, the similarities are clear between 
many contexts. Interestingly, communal structures are statistically similar to domestic structures in 
terms of the motifs used. However, it should be repeated that the varied range of artefact types 
associated with these communal structures are limited to the PPNA of Northern Levant and South-
Eastern Anatolia. Public contexts, in general, have a higher proportion of naturalistic motifs than 
geometric. Though overall less in numbers than those in domestic contexts, it is an interesting 
pattern. Animals outnumber human representations. Whilst there are still a significant proportion of 
naturalistic motifs of animals etc., the number of geometric motifs is proportionately higher in 
private contexts. Interestingly there is also a large proportion of humans and human detail. Paint is 
far more common in these contexts as well. Middens mirror domestic contexts in the overall trend. 
Human representations are by far the most common though proportionately animals are far fewer 
in the other contexts. Geometric motifs are also more limited but with the same general trend with 
peaks at lines and dots.  
 
Figure 6.9.20 Statistical analysis of the distribution of Main Motifs associated with context types 
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Figure 6.9.21 Distribution of Main Motifs associated with public contexts 
185 
 
 
Figure 6.9.22 Distribution of Main Motifs associated with private contexts 
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Figure 6.9.23 Distribution of Main Motifs associated with midden contexts 
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CONTEXTUAL DISTRIBUTION IN RELATION TO MAIN MOTIFS BY REGION 
A regional analysis, regardless of period, does present some interesting trends and the Graphs 
relating to this analysis can be found in Appendix B, Figure B.6.9.26 to Figure B.6.9.35. Central 
Anatolia shows predominance in domestic structures across all motifs. It is especially notable the 
high proportions of animals, specifically herbivores, and humans. There is also a large selection of 
geometric motifs. There are no communal structures here. There is a similar selection of Main 
Motifs found in the middens. There are also a few unique motifs found in this context – fish and 
hoof prints. This is all likely due to a bias resulting from my case studies, for which I have the 
greatest contextual information.  
Cyprus and south Mesopotamia have limited contextual information and so the motifs associated 
with them are uninformative. The Northern Levant has both communal and domestic structures as a 
context with a large repertoire, matched only by the unspecific contexts. Here there is some 
disparity: there are more animals in communal structures, more humans in domestic ones, and 
interestingly the most reptile motifs in unspecified contexts. Northern Mesopotamia and Western 
Anatolia have only limited contextual information, while South-Eastern Anatolia shows a similar 
distribution between known and unknown contexts, in this case, communal structures and 
unspecified ones.  
The Southern Levant has a large range of context types. Communal structures only have zigzag 
patterns. These motifs are also present in domestic structures and interestingly internal funerary 
areas. Whilst domestic structures have a moderate range of geometric motifs, there are an 
interestingly high proportion of bird motifs. These motifs are unique to domestic structures, 
installations, and middens. This is interesting considering the lack of other naturalistic motifs other 
than animals (specifically herbivore and a very small proportion of omnivores) and humans. 
Interestingly, the omnivores are found only in isolated public surfaces and unspecified contexts. 
Generic animals and humans, however, are found in more varied contexts.  
CONTEXTUAL DISTRIBUTION IN RELATION TO MAIN MOTIFS BY PERIOD 
Chronological analysis has revealed some interesting patterns, but these patterns are more valuable 
when considering this in tandem with artefact type, which will be discussed below in the 
examination of Detailed Motifs in section 6.13. The graphs associated with this analysis can be found 
in Appendix B, Figure B.6.9.36 to Figure B.6.9.42. Broadly speaking we can say that there are limited 
motifs in the Epipalaeolithic, domestic and funerary contexts are limited and have purely geometric 
motifs.  
The PPNA has a far greater and wider variety of Main Motifs. Communal structures comprise a 
significant portion, dominated by naturalistic motifs, particular carnivorous animals. By contrast, the 
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domestic structures are significantly underrepresented. It is interesting to note that the unspecified 
contexts mimic the patterns of communal structures whilst humans are rarely elaborated in any 
context.  
The PPNB sees a wide range of data, mostly from unspecified contexts. An interestingly large 
proportion is also derived from domestic and midden contexts. Domestic contexts seem to be 
dominated by human motifs. Schematic and realistic representations are equal in this context. By 
contrast, the large ranges of geometric motifs are associated with midden material. A better 
understanding of this pattern requires analysis in tandem with artefact type, and this will be 
discussed below when examining the Detailed Motifs in section 6.13. Communal structures, though 
limited, appear to be associated with carnivorous animals whilst are more common in this period 
overall. 
The PN show the overall trend of increase motif range and numbers, with a proportional increase in 
human representations above all others. Domestic structures are far more heavily decorated, with a 
wider range of motifs associated with them, a more pronounced use of paint. These structures have 
some realistic representation but are mostly formed of equal proportions of schematic animal and 
human representations. They also include the full range of geometric motifs. This data is heavily 
influenced by the large assemblage at Çatalhöyük in Central Anatolia. 
CONTEXTUAL DISTRIBUTION IN RELATION TO MAIN MOTIFS BY PERIOD AND 
REGION  
Further subdividing the data by region and period a clearer regional trend emerges. This is more 
valuable when analysed in relation to artefact type, and this is discussed below in relation to 
Detailed Motifs in section 6.13. Graphs relating to this analysis can be found in Appendix B, Figure 
B.6.9.43 to Figure B.6.9.61. Patterns already described above in Central Anatolia stand true looking 
through time simply because the Epipalaeolithic is underrepresented, the PPNA has no evidence to 
date. This is contrasted with the varied PPNB and PN evidence, especially with regards to the 
evidence from domestic contexts. The PPNB has greater contextual detail and a higher proportion of 
geometric motifs. By contrast, the PN has a larger proportion of naturalistic motifs mainly from 
domestic contexts (in the form of wall paintings from Çatalhöyük). Here we see that, unlike the 
previous period, unspecified contexts are dominated by naturalistic motifs (in the form of figurines), 
whilst domestic structures and other specified contexts comprise the majority of the geometric 
motifs. These interesting patterns are from the case studies in this region. The PN pattern, in 
particular, is unlike other retracted PN assemblages in the other regions. 
Cypriot and Southern Mesopotamian evidence only comes from the PPNB, and only from 
unspecified contexts. As such, there are no patterns to discuss between varying contexts. 
189 
 
The Northern Levant shows some interesting chronological patterns. The Epipalaeolithic is under-
represented, with some simple geometric motifs and very few animal representations. The PPNA, in 
contrast to overall chronological trends, shows the greatest variety of motifs. Most of the geometric 
motifs are present but with a significant portion of schematic animals and humans, both herbivore 
and carnivore. The PPNA pattern is mirrored in both the communal structures and in the unspecific 
context with no clear difference between them. The PPNB is in stark contrast to this. Domestic 
structures have essentially no motifs associated with them, 1% of parallel lines and a few 
unidentified schematic representations. Interestingly the unspecific contexts of the PPNB have a 
clearer distinction between only 6 geometric motifs used, and a far larger proportion of realistic 
humans and animals, and human details. This presents an interesting dichotomy between the 
contexts in the PPNB and between the PPNA and PPNB in general. The PN is limited, like the PPNB 
before it, but follows the same overall trends. There are very limited geometric motifs and good 
numbers of human and animals. Most of this evidence come from domestic structures with little 
evidence from unspecified context. 
Northern Mesopotamia has little contextual data, the patterns are seen here, therefore, have 
already been discussed in the sections above. Only the PPNB has clear contextual evidence for 
motifs within domestic structures, and the patterns there are identical to the unspecified contexts of 
the same period. This discrepancy is due to the undecorated pillars documented at Qermez Dere, 
which affect the analysis on artefact type level but not here at motif level.  
South-eastern Anatolia has some interesting contextual dichotomies. In the PPNA and PPNB, there 
are only two clear contexts – communal structures and unspecified contexts. There is greater 
evidence in the PPNA than the PPNB, where there is a greater use of geometric motifs though a 
significant proportion is animals including carnivores, omnivores, and males. Animal details are 
limited to communal structures. Realistic representations are found in the communal structures. The 
PPNB evidence for communal structures is far more limited with only a few geometric motifs and 
very few naturalistic ones.  
The Southern Levant has a far greater amount of data and range of contexts. Evidence for the 
Epipalaeolithic is limited, with evidence for domestic, funerary, and unspecified contexts, all 
geometric in character with the exception of a single human and animal representation. The PPNA 
range of motifs is limited, with communal structures showing evidence for zigzags only. PPNA 
domestic structures, like those of the Epipalaeolithic, show a handful of various geometric motifs, 
but interestingly, they also have evidence for birds. The PPNB has a similar small range of contexts, 
but unfortunately, most motif evidence stems from assemblages associated with unspecified 
contexts. There are a few examples of geometric motifs in domestic contexts. The PN has much 
more varied contextual evidence, though again many motifs (particularly geometric in nature) are 
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associated with unspecified contexts. This limited geometric motif is counteracted by an increase in 
naturalistic motifs, particularly those of humans. This relates directly to the increase of figurines. 
Western Anatolia, as with other regions, is comprised of unspecified contexts across the periods 
with the only contextual evidence coming from PN domestic structures. This period also shows a 
dominance of naturalistic motifs, specifically an overwhelming dominance of humans and their 
details with very little evidence for geometric motifs at all.  
6.9.6 SUMMARY OF CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS 
 ARE SPECIFIC ARTEFACT TYPES UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT AT A SITE? 
Overall, there is an even distribution of almost all artefact types throughout the various contexts. In 
a private context, in particular, domestic structures, we see a great variation of items, figurines 
dominate, and interestingly there are also significant proportions of paintings. This pattern is 
influenced by the large assemblage at Çatalhöyük. There are no sculptures and only some 
architectural elements. Middens constitute the second largest group with a smaller selection of 
artefact types. They have a range of small items, mostly fragmentary, with the largest proportion 
being fragments of figurines. Public contexts are surprisingly similar to domestic structures, however 
by comparison dominated by architectural installations and sculptures. There is also an interesting 
statistical cluster which points to similarity and links hearths, isolated outdoor surfaces, open areas, 
and pits (in both artefact type and motif distribution, which are areas more domestic in nature.  
 ARE SPECIFIC ARTEFACT TYPES UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT ACROSS THE REGION? 
 ARE SPECIFIC ARTEFACT TYPES UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT, AND HOW DOES THIS 
CHANGE THROUGH TIME? 
Where distinct patterns of association are found, they are often regional, even site, specific. More 
so, though there is chronological change associated with artefact types, which has already been 
discussed, which then correlates to their association with specific contexts, the types of contexts 
created and used also have distinct regional trends and associated chronological changes distinct 
from the artefacts that may be associated with them. Even with the limited contextual information, 
due to a prevalence of unspecified contexts, there are still some chronological and regional trends 
that can be identified. The PPNB of Central Anatolia provides a good range of contextual information 
but even then, most items come from middens. This weight of information is due to the case studies 
that will be discussed later. For the most part, the contexts are in themselves regionally and 
chronologically specific, regardless of the artefactual association. Data from Northern Mesopotamia 
is limited, and biassed, to most domestic structures and their decorated architectural features with 
little information about their contents or fill. The same is true of South-Eastern Anatolia and 
Northern Levant, with a large number of artefacts from unspecified contexts and instead only 
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architectural elements discussed in relation to communal structures, though Northern Levant has an 
extra dimension of domestic structures as well. Instead of this pattern being a close association 
between artefact and context, it is instead the presence and evolution of specific contexts within 
specific regional and chronological frameworks. Types of public contexts vary significantly, and 
communal structures have the most artefacts associated with them in this group. Symbolically 
elaborated material associated with public structures in my data is only evidenced in PPNA Northern 
and Southern Levant, and PPNA and PPNB South-Eastern Anatolia. By contrast, domestic structures 
dominate in all aspects. The potentially interesting counterplay of public, private, and discard in 
middens is hampered by limited midden information. This is not particularly telling as an overarching 
trend. 
 ARE DESIGNS (MOTIF TYPE, COMPLEXITY, AND DENSITY) UNIQUE, OR EXCLUSIVE, TO A 
SPECIFIC CONTEXT? 
 ARE TYPES OF DESIGNS EXCLUSIVE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT, COMPARABLE BETWEEN 
SITES, ACROSS THE REGIONS, AND THROUGH TIME? 
I have already discussed the distribution of motif type, complexity, and density across the different 
variables, so it is not surprising to see general patterns re-emerge here looking at contextual 
distribution. Further patterns are better understood looking directly at the distribution of Main 
Motifs. However, there are some interesting points to highlight. Whilst there is evidence for highly 
complex naturalistic motifs in domestic structures, they constitute less than 1% of the range of 
designs found. Communal structures, by contrast, have over 5% of their artefacts with highly 
complex naturalistic motifs. Regional and chronological examination of motif type, Complexity, and 
Density only serve to repeat trends already highlighted when discussing artefact type or Main Motif. 
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS UNIQUE TO SPECIFIC CONTEXTS? 
Many motifs appear in all context types, but there are certain exceptions and also very specific 
dominant ratios that can be associated with specific contexts. As with the rest of the contextual 
analysis, the same biases prevail here. There appears to be a good distribution of context types 
looking at all the Main Motifs. Statistically, there is little patterning. The similarities between 
domestic structures and middens are to be expected as they have the largest number of artefacts 
and represent the similar process in the sense that midden material is formed, in part, by the 
discarded material cleaned from within domestic structures. There is also the consideration that 
many domestic and household activities took place in these open areas around the house. It is 
particularly interesting that communal structures, which have a large repertoire of motif types, are 
so dissimilar from the other contexts though there are similarities to domestic structures. This may 
point to a dichotomy in where motifs were used, which will need to be teased out when analysing 
the Detailed Motifs. 
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Public contexts, in general, have a higher proportion of naturalistic motifs than geometric. Though 
overall less in numbers than those in domestic contexts, it is an interesting pattern. Animals 
outnumber human representations. Domestic contexts, on the other hand, have a larger number of 
geometric motifs alongside a huge proportion of humans and human detail, which is seen in the wall 
paintings. Paint is far more common in these contexts as well. Middens mirror domestic contexts in 
the overall trend. Human representations are by far the most common, in the form of figurines, 
though proportionately animals are far fewer in the other contexts.  
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT ACROSS THE REGION? 
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT, AND HOW DOES THIS CHANGE 
THROUGH TIME? 
Many of the trends seen in the contextual analysis mirror those described in the Main Motif analysis 
described in section 6.7. These reasons for this are two-fold, first due to even distribution of 
artefacts and motifs across many contexts, and secondly the lack of contextual data at many sites 
which skew the data. As such, only the clearest contextual trends will be summarised here. 
Central Anatolia has substantial contextual detail. The PPNB sees a higher proportion of geometric 
motifs, especially from unspecified contexts also appear to be limited to these geometric motifs. The 
PN has a larger proportion of naturalistic motifs mainly from domestic contexts. Almost all the 
evidence for naturalistic motifs, including depictions of birds, reptiles and carnivores, are from 
specified contexts.  
The Northern Levant shows some interesting chronological patterns. The PPNA shows the greatest 
variety of motifs with a significant portion of schematic animals and humans, both herbivore and 
carnivore. The PPNA pattern is mirrored in both the communal structures and in the unspecific 
context with no clear difference between them. The PPNB is in stark contrast to this, which has 
limited data across all contexts and a complete lack of the public contexts which characterised the 
PPNA. This presents an interesting dichotomy between the contexts in the PPNB and between the 
PPNA and PPNB in general. The PN, too, is limited, but unlike the PPNB, there are good numbers of 
human and animal motifs, mostly from domestic structures. 
South-Eastern Anatolia has some interesting contextual dichotomies. In the PPNA and PPNB, there 
are only two clear contexts – communal structures and unspecified contexts. Animal details along 
with realistic representations are limited to communal structures, whilst herbivores and schematic 
representations more likely found in unspecified contexts. By the PPNB, there is less evidence 
associated with communal structures whilst unspecific contexts comprise the rest of the repertoire 
with a significant dominance of schematic humans over all others. Animals, where present, are now 
more likely to be herbivores.  
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The Southern Levant as a good range of contextual detail, but there are no clear patterns. This is due 
to both an even distribution of symbolically elaborated material across the contexts, a large 
proportion of sites without contextual information. PPNA communal structures only have evidence 
for zigzags, whilst domestic structures are equally geometric in nature though with some bird 
evidence as well. PPNB sees an increase of animal and human motifs but in unspecified contexts, 
which is unhelpful in further analysis. The PN has much more varied contextual evidence, though 
again many motifs (particularly geometric in nature) are associated with unspecified contexts.  
6.10 RAW MATERIAL 
Raw material is no doubt an important facet in the use, manufacture, and symbolic meaning of the 
artefacts within my database. Regardless of what was local, the conscious choice of specific 
materials due to the availability, rareness, colour, or properties, reflects directly upon their meaning. 
However, analysis of raw materials in tandem with other facets of the data is difficult because, as 
with contextual information, this is often missing. Indeed, 53.5% of the objects are made of stone 
but few specify a precise stone type. Further to that, many of the items do not specify colour or raw 
material origins making it difficult to assess the decisions made in their selection and manufacture. 
None the less, this facet has been analysed and the tentative results are as follows. 
6.10.1 RAW MATERIAL IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE 
All objects except for paintings have examples made of stone. Even 28% of figurines, which are 
normally clay, are stone examples. By contrast, organic raw materials are used for a very limited 
artefact repertoire: 
 Bone: tools, decorated portable items, jewellery, and figurines only 
 Antler: tools only 
 Tusk: jewellery only 
All that makes sense as tools and jewellery need to be malleable enough to carve, durable, but most 
importantly, these items need to be light enough to be used efficiently. This is especially true of 
tools such as bone points, needles, and spatulas etc. (Table 6.10.2). 
Whilst stone dominates overall, when broken down into the differing types of stone, we see that 
clay is actually the predominant specific material. Whilst clay constitutes only 35.4% of artefacts, 
70.3% of figurines are made of clay (Table 6.10.1). Limestone and basalt are the most common stone 
types but there are also examples in alabaster, marble, and greenstone. Alabaster is used in figurines 
only (a gypsum or more likely calcite, usually white or colourless). Marble is used in tools and 
figurines only (a metamorphic rock of recrystallizing calcite or dolomite usually white, grey or pastel 
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colours). And greenstone has been used for decorated grooved stones and jewellery only. 
Greenstone is a generic term for a green coloured stone of unspecified source.  
            
Table 6.10.1 Data of materials: a) all artefact types; b) Figurines only 
 
Figure 6.10.1 Statistical analysis of the distribution of raw materials by artefact types 
Looking at the statistical analysis (Figure 6.10.1), there doesn’t seem to be an unexpected disparity 
when comparing raw material and the differing artefact types.  
 Vessels are only similar to decorated grooved stones  
 Decorated grooved stones are instead similar to many other items including decorated 
portable items and plain grooved stones 
 Decorated architectural elements are similar to both decorated installations and sculptures 
and interestingly, decorated portable items as well. 
 Decorated handheld tools, as already pointed out in earlier analysis, are not similar to 
anything else, due to the all-encompassing nature of the category 
 Figurines, interestingly, are dissimilar to other artefact types, but considering their unique 
use of clay, this is unsurprising.  
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Dec. Grooved Stone (complete) 13 200 152 58 29 97 97 145 126 29 21 102 75 8 0 94 154 8 47 8 21 8 25 28 98 114
Dec. Grooved Stone (frag.) 4 152 200 58 26 89 89 123 107 18 11 91 63 0 0 91 130 0 38 0 13 0 17 20 144 149
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a) b) 
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Table 6.10.2 Data of raw materials by artefact types 
6.10.2 RAW MATERIAL IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE BY PERIOD 
Looking at raw material use chronologically we see no particular trends. This is likely due to the vast 
differences between the regions in terms of locally sourced raw material and import procurement. 
The only pattern we notice is an increased similarity between PPNB and PN assemblages. This 
standardisation is a trend we see in other facets of this analysis as well. 
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6.10.3 RAW MATERIAL IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE BY REGION AND 
PERIOD 
Looking at raw material trends across space and time, what we note is a lack of distinct patterning 
and instead sees rough chronological trends that we have noted in other facets of this analysis. A full 
breakdown of the data can be found in Appendix B, Table B.6.10.1. 
6.10.4 RAW MATERIAL IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE BY CONTEXT 
Looking at the raw material selection in relation other contexts in which it relates, presents us with a 
far better selection of patterns. There is a clear difference between architectural installations 
located in different contexts. In public areas, they are made of stone whilst in domestic areas they 
are clay. The same is true for all reliefs except engraved ones. There are 2 examples of engraved 
relief (of clay and of limestone) in a communal setting whilst all other (stone and plaster) are in 
domestic contexts. A similar pattern is seen amongst the sculptures – stone in communal areas and 
plaster varieties in caches. The decorated grooved stones, all stone, are all only found in domestic 
use spaces – either houses or open public spaces. The same can be said for the bone and stone 
decorated handheld tools and decorated portable items. Figurines are interesting. Stone figurines 
are only found either in domestic contexts or in middens. Clay figurines, by contrast, are found in all 
areas. The only exceptions appear to be communal structures, which contain no figurines at all. The 
same pattern is seen in vessels made of stone, also only in domestic use spaces. Statistics have 
proven to be of no use in this part of the analysis as the numbers are too low to provide any 
meaningful patterns. A full breakdown of the data can be found in Appendix B, Table B.6.10.2. 
6.10.5 RAW MATERIAL IN RELATION TO MAIN MOTIFS 
There seem to be few specific patterns between raw material and Main Motifs. Realistic 
representations are surprisingly variable with bone, chlorite, clay, limestone, paint, plaster and stone 
all employed. Rarer stone material such as calcite and chalk is used in human representation only, 
with marble used for humans and animals only. Tusks, interestingly, are decorated only with 
geometric motifs. Even looking at specific motifs, such as the raw material associated with 
carnivores, reptiles, human females etc. Specifically, each has a wide range including clay, limestone, 
paint, plaster and stone. A full breakdown of the data can be found in Appendix B, Table B.6.10.4. 
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6.10.6 RAW MATERIAL IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE BY MAIN MOTIF 
ACROSS CONTEXTS  
The next stage of analysis, difficult due to the limited and scattered numbers, is an attempt to 
identify patterns related to the Main Motifs employed on differing artefact types distinguished by 
their raw material within specific contexts. The tables of data relating to this were too large and 
complex to be included in Appendix, and can be accessed directly in the database. 
Animals dominate in 
 Architectural installations made of stone in communal structures 
 Decorated Handheld Tools made of bone in domestic/midden contexts 
 Decorated Installations made of stone in domestic/midden contexts 
 Decorated portable items only made of stone and only in domestic structures 
 Mostly clay Figurines in all contexts 
 Paintings in domestic contexts only 
 Vessels limited only on one chlorite vessel in a domestic structure 
Humans dominate in  
 Clay Figurines from domestic contexts have the most detailed human features which are 
not necessarily absent from elsewhere but nowhere near as extensive in numbers 
 Architectural installations made of stone communal structures 
 Decorated Handheld Tools made of bone in domestic/midden contexts 
 Decorated Installations only made of limestone in domestic contexts  
 geometric motifs found everywhere 
6.10.7 SUMMARY OF RAW MATERIAL 
 IS THERE A CORRELATION BETWEEN ARTEFACT TYPE OR MOTIF TYPE AND THE RAW 
MATERIALS USED? 
 IS THERE A PATTERN BETWEEN RAW MATERIAL USE, AND ARTEFACT AND MOTIF TYPE, 
ACROSS THE REGION AND THROUGH TIME? 
Raw material has, without a doubt, an important function in the use, manufacture, and symbolic 
meaning of the artefacts within my database. The conscious choice of specific materials due to the 
availability, rareness, colour, or properties, reflects directly upon their meaning. The lack of 
published data on the matter, however, specifically the type of raw material used and its properties, 
provenance, and colour, make such an analysis valueless at this stage.  
That said there are noteworthy patterns to discuss. All objects, except paintings, have examples in 
stone. By contrast, organic raw materials have a very limited artefact assemblage associated with 
them, which lends itself to the function of these artefacts, and the necessity of durability and light 
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weight. There is also the limiting factor of preservation in the record. Alongside these patterns, 
statistical patterns show similarities between artefacts already established looking at motifs have 
the same patterns in terms of raw material choice. For example, decorated grooved stones are 
similar to decorated portable items and plain grooved stones. Decorated architectural elements are 
similar to both decorated installations and sculptures and interestingly, decorated portable items as 
well. The exception to this trend appears again, the outlier decorated handheld tools. But also 
figurines, interestingly, are dissimilar to other artefact types, where they are similar in other facets, 
but considering their unique use of clay, this is unsurprising.  
Looking at raw material use, regionally and chronologically, we see no particular trends. This is likely 
due to the vast differences between the regions in terms of locally sourced raw material and import 
procurement. The only pattern we notice is an increased similarity between PPNB and PN 
assemblages. This standardisation is a trend we see in other facets of this analysis as well. 
What analysis of the raw materials does contribute, are potentially meaningful contextual patterns. 
For example, there is a clear difference between architectural installations located in different 
contexts. In public areas, they are made of stone whilst in domestic areas they are clay. The same is 
true for sculptures – stone in communal areas and plaster varieties in caches. That said, these 
cached plaster statues may have originally stood in communal areas given how large the statues are. 
Figurines are interesting. Stone figurines are only found either in domestic contexts or in middens. 
Clay figurines, by contrast, are found in all areas. The only exceptions appear to be communal 
structures which contain no figurines at all.  
6.11 ECOLOGICAL AND GEOGRAPHICAL PLACEMENT 
6.11.1 SITE ECOLOGY AND GEOGRAPHY BY REGION AND PERIOD 
The geographical placement of a site is an important variable to consider. This because such 
placement constitutes a deliberate choice, which is not necessarily a response to subsistence needs.  
The geography and ecology of a site cannot be disentangled, and comparing one hill site to another 
hill sites is valueless when you ignore the ecological differences. For this section of the analysis, I will 
use the term environment to discuss the combined variables of geographical and ecological 
placement.  
As expected, based on the wide range of ecological zones (as shown in sections 2.1 and 2.2 of 
Chapter 2) the differing is unique in their site placement. This makes cross comparison difficult when 
examined with this variable. Looking at the different regions in isolation we do notice certain some 
trends (Figure 6.11.1). In Central Anatolia, a larger range of environments was chosen for sites in the 
PPNB as compared to previous periods, but this pattern is an illusion created by the limited number 
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of sites in the region. Whilst the Epipalaeolithic site of Pınarbaşı represents a specific choice in 
placement, the population which created it likely still relied upon a nomadic existence and, 
therefore, exploited a far wider landscape. The same can be said for a range of environments chosen 
for site placement for the Epipalaeolithic Northern and Southern Levant, and the comparison to 
later periods. Northern Mesopotamia and South-Eastern Anatolia, by contrast, show a similar choice 
of the environment throughout the periods, whilst Cyprus, Southern Mesopotamia, and Western 
Anatolia are represented by a limited number of sites making valuable interpretation difficult.  
 
Figure 6.11.1 Distribution of geography and ecology type by region by period  
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6.11.2 SITE ECOLOGY AND GEOGRAPHY IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE 
Due to the wide range of ecological zones, as discussed above, trends observed in the distribution of 
artefact type numbers across the differing environments could equally be interpreted as regional 
differences. The graphs relating to this can be found in Appendix B, Figure B.6.11.1 and Figure 
B.6.11.2. In order to present valuable interpretations of potential trends is to examine this 
distribution on an isolated regional basis.  
SITE ECOLOGY AND GEOGRAPHY IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE BY REGION 
AND PERIOD 
Central Anatolia (Figure 6.11.2) shows some clear clustering. PPNB and PN are represented by sites 
on the plain and riverside steppe environments, but there are no artefacts specific to these choices. 
Instead, we see chronological trends irrespective of the landscape. Evidence from Cyprus (Figure 
6.11.3), Southern Mesopotamia and Western Anatolia (Figure 6.11.8), due to limited data, have no 
clear patterns. Additionally, all Northern Mesopotamian (Figure 6.11.5) sites are situated in riverside 
elevated forest landscapes and also result in no patterns to discuss. 
The Northern Levant (Figure 6.11.4) shows similar development to Central Anatolia. Here the 
Epipalaeolithic and PPNA constitute sites in a riverside steppe environment. By the PPNB, there is 
greater variation is landscape, now including elevated plateaus, coastal woodland climax, and 
mound sites within steppe plains. However, despite these changes, there seems to be no distinction 
in the artefact type distribution based on these differing landscapes. The only clear pattern is 
decorated architectural elements which are limited to the plateau sites. This evidence stems from 
communal structures, and thus points to an interesting choice and set of behaviours. This will be 
discussed more fully below. The PN show the same range of landscapes as previously, with the 
exception of plateau sites which are no longer in use.  
South-Eastern Anatolian (Figure 6.11.6) sites are interesting. Here, again, decorated architectural 
elements are restricted to plateau sites, which are only used in the PPNA and PPNB. Within the rest 
of environments used, there is no clear pattern of distinct artefact type distribution. Southern 
Levantine sites (Figure 6.11.7) appears to have no distinct pattern of artefact type distribution which 
is environmentally specific. The only clear pattern relates to sculptures, which are limited, other 
desert steppe sites. Epipalaeolithic sites are also restricted to cave sites, but this again relates to 
archaeologically visible sites of nomadic groups and does not suggest a restricted use of their 
landscape. 
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Figure 6.11.2 Distribution of artefact type associated with geography and ecology type in Central Anatolia by 
period 
 
Figure 6.11.3 Distribution of artefact type associated with geography and ecology type in Cyprus by period 
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Figure 6.11.4 Distribution of artefact type associated with geography and ecology type in Northern Levant by 
period 
 
 
Figure 6.11.5 Distribution of artefact type associated with geography and ecology type in Northern 
Mesopotamia by period 
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Figure 6.11.6 Distribution of artefact type associated with geography and ecology type in South-Eastern 
Anatolia by period 
 
Figure 6.11.7 Distribution of artefact type associated with geography and ecology type in Southern Levant by 
period 
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Figure 6.11.8 Distribution of artefact type associated with geography and ecology type in Western Anatolia 
by period 
6.11.3 SITE ECOLOGY AND GEOGRAPHY IN RELATION TO RAW MATERIALS USED 
BY PERIOD AND REGION 
There is a clear limitation of raw material analysis in my thesis. The limited detail in the publications, 
and therefore now in my data, make is nearly impossible to distinguish between raw material which 
is locally sourced and which items were imported. This missing facet clouds the picture. Raw 
material distribution, therefore, could be said to be entirely regionally specific and have no bearing 
to clear choice. None the less regional analysis has revealed some interesting patterns. In Central 
Anatolia, we see some evidence for increasing the variety of raw materials through time. This 
variability would be expanded if the precise material for the generic stone items was known. This 
vast variation mimics the overall trends of increase artefact types and motifs in the PPNB of this 
region. Cyprus, Southern Mesopotamia and Western Anatolia, due to limited data, show no clear 
patterns. Northern Levantine sites show no disparity based on environment choice. This is true also 
for the Northern Mesopotamia, where the only exception is the restricted use of plaster to the hill 
top forest sites. This may be linked to the high wood needs of lime plaster production. South-Eastern 
Anatolia has no clear patterns as a result of environment use. Whilst limestone appears to only be 
present on the plateau sites, the number of unspecific stone objects clouds this picture. The 
Southern Levant, too, shows no clear patterns. It is interesting, however, that the paint and plaster 
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are limited to desert steppe sites. Greenstone, too, is limited to coastal woodland climax sites in all 
periods.  
6.11.4 SITE ECOLOGY AND GEOGRAPHY IN RELATION TO MOTIF TYPE, 
COMPLEXITY AND DENSITY 
As with the other analyses in relation to landscape, motif type, complexity, and density shows a 
varied distribution across the different environments (as seen in the graphs in Appendix B, Figure 
B.6.11.3 to Figure B.6.11.13). The interesting patterns observed, such as naturalistic motifs, formed 
of greater than three sets of motifs, found associated with alluvial plains or plateaus, are unique 
regional and chronological trends with elaborate alluvial plan sites in the PPNB and PN of Central 
Anatolia and rich plateau sites in the PPNA and PPNB of Northern Levant and South-Eastern 
Anatolia. These trends have already been noted in the analyses above and will not be repeated here. 
6.11.5 SITE ECOLOGY AND GEOGRAPHY IN RELATION TO MAIN MOTIF 
Looking overall at the Main Motif Distribution we see, yet again, no environment specific patterns. 
This is true for all except for the alluvial plain sites which have the largest motif range and plateau 
sites which have the largest numbers of naturalistic motifs specifically. The patterns seen in this 
analysis, therefore, appear to be very specific regional and chronological trends. The analysis of this 
variable will not be present due to this lack of correlation, as results will be of little value to the 
overall discussion. Graphs relating to the regional and chronological analysis can be found in 
Appendix B Figure B.6.11.14 and Figure B.6.11.24. 
6.11.6 SUMMARY OF SITE ECOLOGY AND GEOGRAPHY 
 LOOKING AT CORRESPONDING TIME PERIODS, ARE SPECIFIC ARTEFACT TYPES UNIQUE TO 
SITES IN A PARTICULAR ENVIRONMENT, FOR EXAMPLE, WOODLAND VS. STEPPE? 
Overall, there appears to be no correlation between artefact types and the environment. Instead, 
we see regional and chronological trends, seen previously, which happen irrespective of the 
landscape. None the less, where information is available, there are some interesting trends. Mound 
sites on the plain in Central Anatolia PPNB and PN have a huge array of artefact types and motifs. 
Northern Mesopotamia, where there is little disparity, an exception comes with the restricted use of 
plaster to the hill top forest sites. This may be linked to the high wood needs of lime plaster 
production. South-Eastern Anatolia and Northern Levant see a separation of plateau sites in terms of 
artefacts and motifs. 
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 LOOKING AT CORRESPONDING TIME PERIODS, ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS UNIQUE TO SITES IN 
A PARTICULAR ENVIRONMENT, FOR EXAMPLE, WOODLAND VS. STEPPE? 
As with the other analyses in relation to landscape, motif type, Complexity, and Density shows a 
varied distribution which shows no strong link to landscape on the broad level. Indeed, even looking 
overall at the Main Motif Distribution we see that there are no new patterns when looking at the 
specific motifs more closely than has already been established with the broader analysis. Landscape 
exploitation does not clearly correlate with the changes and developments of symbolically 
elaborated material. 
6.12 SUBSISTENCE SPECIES 
6.12.1 DOMINANT SUBSISTENCE SPECIES 
An intriguing facet of the decorated material culture under investigation is the use of specific animal 
species in the representations, and a potentially informative avenue of research is the dynamic 
between what is depicted, and what is actually consumed. In this section below we have a full list of 
representative samples from each phase, where each category represents the top three species 
represented in the assemblage. In the data below, we analyse the top three species represented at 
each phase of each site, looking at plants (Figure B.6.12.1), animals (Figure B.6.12.2), birds (Figure 
B.6.12.3), and the presence/absence of fish (Figure B.6.12.4). Unfortunately, this analysis has proven 
to be unhelpful. Only 12 out of the 87 phases (13.8%) have this specific information within the 
published record. Only 7 (8%) give any indication of what percentage of the assemblage the 
respective species make up. The faunal record is better with 53 (60.9%) of phases having this 
information available, but only 28 (32.1%) giving any indication of the percentage of assemblage the 
respective species make up. Birds have only 2 examples where the top species are mentioned and 
neither provides an overall percentage. This makes any real analysis tricky. Furthermore, there are 
many factors which skew the results. The lack of flotation at many sites results in diminished plant 
evidence. This bias affects the retrieval of small animal bones, especially those of birds and fish. The 
presence or absence of birds and fish at these sites may likely be a result of retrieval methods rather 
than a genuine trend. It is far more beneficial, considering the limited data, to look instead at the full 
range of species information found at each phase, regardless of their percentage within the 
assemblage, as this is more likely to be useful here. This will be done in reference to Detailed Motifs 
below.  
6.12.2 ALL SUBSISTENCE SPECIES  
The same problems as the dominant species above are present when examining the range of species 
and their relationship to the decorated objects. It must be reiterated that not all sites and phases 
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had subsistence data, and as a consequence, the information in the graphs below does not 
represent 100% of my data. As such, there is an inherent bias as compared to the patterns and 
trends we’ve examined above. Indeed, upon closer examination, many patterns we can see relate to 
regional differences and, more than likely, site-specific assemblages. The variable of artefact type 
does little to disentangle the picture, and the graphs relating to this analysis can be found in 
Appendix B, Figure B.6.12.5 to Figure B.6.12.11. Architectural elements are not associated with 
domestic plants or animals. This is line with simple subsistence strategy evidence already discussed. 
Decorated and plain grooved stones are limited in relation to domestic plants and animals, which 
further substantiates trends already assessed. The rest of the artefacts show a good distribution 
across all the plant, animal, and bird species, as well as the presence/absence of fish. What is 
interesting is that engraved, high, and sunken relief is only associated with sites which have fish, 
whereas other artefact types appear both with and without fish. This is likely due to limited data, but 
it is none the less worth noting. The next stage of analysis is to compare the taxa found in decoration 
to the taxa consumed. This will be done in the following section 6.13. 
6.12.3 SUMMARY OF ALL SUBSISTENCE SPECIES IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT 
TYPE 
 QUESTION 12 - ARE THERE SPECIFIC ARTEFACT TYPES WHICH RELATE WITH AN 
ABUNDANCE OF SPECIFIC TAXA? 
 QUESTIONS 10 - DO REPRESENTATIVE ARTEFACT TYPES CORRESPOND WITH THE TYPES OF 
TAXA CONSUMED? 
 QUESTION 11 - HOW DO REPRESENTATIVE ARTEFACT TYPE COMPARE TO THE TYPES OF 
TAXA CONSUMED? 
 QUESTION 13 - WHAT CHANGE CAN BE DOCUMENTED ABOUT THE EXPLOITATION OF 
DIFFERENT TAXA OVER TIME AND ACROSS THE REGION, ESPECIALLY IN RELATION TO 
ARTEFACT TYPE? 
This level of examination, whilst reiterating already established trends, adds no new interpretations. 
Though there are a few interesting trends, which were initially highlighted when looking at 
Subsistence Strategies, most of the patterns discussed here likely relate to the region and site-
specific patterns. There doesn’t seem to be a direct link between Artefact Type and specific species. 
Looking at specific species, I feel, would be more valuable when examined in tandem with specific 
Detailed Motifs, and this is discussed below.  
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6.13 DETAILED MOTIFS 
6.13.1 DETAILED MOTIFS 
Detailed Motifs further explore the relationship between symbolic representation and the 
archaeological record. These Detailed Motifs now allow us to examine specific relationships between 
faunal records and species depicted relationships between detailed human representation and 
context etc. However, the broad chronological and regional analysis offers only greater detail to the 
patterns that were clear when examining the Main Motifs, and will not be repeated here. The graphs 
associated with this analysis can be found din Appendix B, Figure B.6.13.1 to Figure B.6.13.10. 
Instead, the Detailed Motifs will be used to focus on the patterns seen in the artefactual, contextual, 
subsistence, and taxa analysis that was done above.  
6.13.2 DETAILED MOTIFS IN RELATION TO ARTEFACT TYPE 
Analysis of artefact type by Detailed Motif further exemplifies patterns that were found when 
examining Main Motifs discussed above, with decorated grooved stones, handheld tools, portable 
items, and vessels form a tight cluster of similarity. The same is true for figurines, jewellery, and 
sculpture. Where the Detailed Motifs differ is the separation of the different reliefs and installations, 
where each category within these is now clearly unique.  
New patterns from the data, which are not simply a repeat of those seen in the Main Motifs, include 
a greater range of motifs found on decorated grooved stones, handheld tools, and portable items 
which include snakes, foxes, lizards, and scorpions. Indeed, snakes are surprisingly common across 
all media. The largest range of geometric motifs is actually found in paintings, with several unique to 
that artefact type. Human female representations are found on decorated handheld tools, figurines, 
and relief whilst human males are found on figurines, paintings, sculptures, and vessels. The tables 
of data which detail the distribution of Detailed Motifs in relation to artefact type, along with the 
graphs associated with this analysis, can be found in Appendix B. Table B.6.13.1 to Table B.6.13.4. A 
far more valuable analysis breaks down the data into the region and chronology. 
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Figure 6.13.1 Statistical analysis of Detailed Motifs associated with artefact type 
REGION AND PERIOD 
The regional and chronological patterns are seen in the Detailed Motifs mirror those already 
presented in the Main Motifs. As such, these patterns will not be repeated and only new interesting 
points will be discussed. The graphs associated with analysis can be found in Appendix 6, Figure 
B.6.13.15 to Figure B.6.13.46. 
In Central Anatolia, PN animal motif range includes canids, boars, cranes, and horses to name a few. 
There are associated with the wall paintings from Çatalhöyük. There are many geometric motifs 
which are exclusive to these PN paintings including variations on diamonds, plant buds, rectangles, 
squares, spirals in concentric sets, stars, suns, and more complex zigzag variations. Figure 6.11.1 is 
an example of such a painting from Çatalhöyük. Another interesting pattern includes the dichotomy 
human male and female representations. PN paintings are almost exclusively male representations 
while female representations are restricted to PPNB and PN figurines.  
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Architectura l  Insta l lation 200 54 44 67 42 62 69 43 37 48 56 28 42 8 66 4 16 29 40 42 59 21 91 69 46 39
Dec. Grooved Stone (complete) 54 200 163 111 105 61 59 142 156 20 32 3 110 2 83 33 68 27 84 25 22 3 38 36 71 113
Dec. Grooved Stone (frag.) 44 163 200 108 102 58 53 145 164 21 30 1 111 0 84 35 75 30 86 20 17 1 27 27 73 120
Dec. Handheld Tool  (complete) 67 111 108 200 100 70 75 93 107 46 51 34 98 10 70 39 54 34 78 43 24 34 37 59 70 88
Dec. Handheld Tool  (frag.) 42 105 102 100 200 74 55 108 107 47 51 23 118 5 75 27 83 14 78 32 20 23 42 29 81 113
Dec. Insta l lation (complete) 62 61 58 70 74 200 99 56 60 67 74 50 63 19 70 6 46 6 70 69 50 50 64 72 93 67
Dec. Insta l lation (frag.) 69 59 53 75 55 99 200 52 46 63 84 64 52 18 63 9 27 18 59 73 43 64 44 55 75 47
Dec. Portable Item (complete) 43 142 145 93 108 56 52 200 154 27 37 5 118 3 81 28 86 30 90 24 12 5 28 29 75 109
Dec. Portable Item (frag.) 37 156 164 107 107 60 46 154 200 21 31 2 113 1 82 35 84 25 85 25 16 2 28 24 72 113
Figurine (complete) 48 20 21 46 47 67 63 27 21 200 141 108 33 85 51 3 13 2 32 40 27 71 59 118 59 23
Figurine (frag.) 56 32 30 51 51 74 84 37 31 141 200 123 36 62 63 4 18 5 42 74 46 98 68 109 60 27
Jewel lery (complete) 28 3 1 34 23 50 64 5 2 108 123 200 18 111 25 0 0 0 10 63 38 133 63 109 41 7
Jewel lery (frag.) 42 110 111 98 118 63 52 118 113 33 36 18 200 7 70 29 56 11 69 23 20 18 34 26 90 116
Masks 8 2 0 10 5 19 18 3 1 85 62 111 7 200 11 0 0 0 3 0 0 67 46 99 5 1
Paintings 66 83 84 70 75 70 63 81 82 51 63 25 70 11 200 12 45 6 78 48 44 25 46 40 75 80
Pla in Grooved Stone (complete) 4 33 35 39 27 6 9 28 35 3 4 0 29 0 12 200 17 0 13 5 0 0 6 3 10 25
Pla in Grooved Stone (frag.) 16 68 75 54 83 46 27 86 84 13 18 0 56 0 45 17 200 67 73 18 0 0 17 8 48 66
Rel ief - Engraved (complete) 29 27 30 34 14 6 18 30 25 2 5 0 11 0 6 0 67 200 32 0 0 0 0 17 0 17
Rel ief - Engraved (frag.) 40 84 86 78 78 70 59 90 85 32 42 10 69 3 78 13 73 32 200 32 22 10 36 31 57 77
Rel ief - High (frag.) 42 25 20 43 32 69 73 24 25 40 74 63 23 0 48 5 18 0 32 200 89 74 38 39 50 26
Rel ief - Low (frag.) 59 22 17 24 20 50 43 12 16 27 46 38 20 0 44 0 0 0 22 89 200 38 53 37 25 18
Rel ief - Sunken (frag.) 21 3 1 34 23 50 64 5 2 71 98 133 18 67 25 0 0 0 10 74 38 200 51 70 36 7
Sculpture (complete) 91 38 27 37 42 64 44 28 28 59 68 63 34 46 46 6 17 0 36 38 53 51 200 91 38 29
Sculpture (frag.) 69 36 27 59 29 72 55 29 24 118 109 109 26 99 40 3 8 17 31 39 37 70 91 200 41 19
Vessel  (complete) 46 71 73 70 81 93 75 75 72 59 60 41 90 5 75 10 48 0 57 50 25 36 38 41 200 104
Vessel  (frag.) 39 113 120 88 113 67 47 109 113 23 27 7 116 1 80 25 66 17 77 26 18 7 29 19 104 200
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Figure 6.13.2 Item number 230, a wall painting from the south end of the west wall in ‘shrine’ A.III.8 at 
Çatalhöyük, with varied range of geometric motifs (Mellaart 1963bL PL 3) 
Northern Levant has a more diverse distribution of motifs, with a peak in artefact type range in the 
PPNA. Animal-oriented motifs are plentiful, especially in the PPNA. In the Epipalaeolithic, PPNB, and 
PN there are only schematic representations of herbivores while the PPNA has cattle, deer, felid, fox, 
goats, scorpions, lizards, snakes, and birds of prey. This is a remarkable disparity. Further, most of 
these animal-oriented motifs are found on decorated grooved stones or portable items. Geometric 
Detailed Motif distribution is standardised. The Epipalaeolithic and the PPNA have clear use of 
motifs across all artefact types, centring around the variations of lines, zigzags, v’s, dots, cross hatch 
and variations of c’s and circles. Where unique motifs are present, they are associated with PPNA 
decorated portable items in the form of squares, stars, triangles and branching zigzags. The PPNB 
and PN have a far more restricted number and range though still a predominance of variations of 
lines and dots. Human representations in Northern Levant are more varied. Realistic images are 
found only on PPNA figurines and PPNB sculpture. Female representations are restricted to figurines 
alone, but throughout all the periods. This is also true for head/face representation with the 
exception of two pieces of jewellery: one from the Epipalaeolithic, the other from the PPNB. Male 
representations, interestingly, are limited to one decorated grooved stone from the Epipalaeolithic 
and sculpture from the PPNB. Indeed, the only example of a headless figure is from this same 
Epipalaeolithic grooved stone. Whilst there are some human details throughout, there is a greater 
range in the PPNA diminishing into the PN. 
In Northern Mesopotamia, we see that, at least with geometric motifs, there is some link between 
artefact types through time. Unique motifs, such as c, circle, dots, and v’s are associated with 
decorated portable items in the PPNA and PPNB for example.  
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In South-Eastern Anatolia, the vast selection of animal-oriented Detailed Motifs is attributed to 
architectural installations in both the PPNA and PPNB. They include several unique motifs such as 
deer, equid, male fox, hoof prints, sheep; as well as scorpions and spiders; alongside crane, duck, 
and other birds. Snakes are found in a multitude of media including decorated portable items, 
figurines, relief, and sculpture in both the PPNA and PPNB. These architectural installations also have 
many unique geometric motifs such as c, handbag, h-shape, and squares. The same is true for other 
artefacts such as decorated grooved stones and vessels in all periods. Female representations are 
limited to figurines and engraved relief. By contrast, male representations are found only in PPNA 
and PPNB sculpture and a few PPNB figurines. The large number of penises representations (which 
are representative of both human and animals) points to an overwhelming ‘maleness’ that is 
associated with the region throughout the periods, which is unlike the other regions (Figure 6.13.3, 
Figure 6.13.4 and Figure 6.13.5). 
  
Figure 6.13.3 South-Eastern Anatolia range of penis representations: a) Item number 905 male figurine from 
Cafer Höyük (Cauvin 1989:84); b) Item number 1327 male statue from Karahan Tepe,  (Çelik 2011:251), c) 
Item number 1121 male figurine from Hamzan Tepe (Çelik 2010:263) 
 
Figure 6.13.4 Item number 135 pillar from LPB at Göbekli Tepe, penis depiction on lion engraving (Schmidt 
1998:4) 
a) b) c) 
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Figure 6.13.5 Item number 132 pillar 43 from Enclosure D at Göbekli Tepe, penis depiction on headless 
human (Banning 2011; Schmidt 2010a, 2012b)  
Western Anatolia is interesting when looking at human representations because of the substantial 
number of realistic motifs in the PN which are rare elsewhere. These examples come from data from 
Hacılar (Figure 6.13.6). This region is also unique as it has the largest proportion of female figurines 
as compared to the human representations in other regions. By contrast, there is only one male 
figurine from Höyücek (Figure 6.13.7). 
  
Figure 6.13.6 Hacılar realistic female figurines: a) Item number 1026 (Mellaart 1970:486); b) Item number 
1053 (Mellaart 1970:496) 
a) b) 
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Figure 6.13.7 Item number 1191 male figurine from Höyücek (Duru & Umurtak 2005:PL 18)  
6.13.3 DETAILED MOTIF IN RELATION TO CONTEXT TYPE 
As has been the case in the analyses above, most of the patterns identified in the Detailed Motifs 
repeat what already been observed in the Main Motifs. Mentioned here are the new patterns which 
emerged. The graphs relating to this analysis can be found in Appendix B, Figure B.6.13.47 to Figure 
B.6.13.62.  
As is the case with the Main Motifs, communal structures and domestic structures are statistically 
relatively similar. The patterns we see in the contextual data here reflect the unique nature of the 
architectural installations in communal structures and the wall paintings in domestic structures. 
These patterns have been discussed above.  
The distribution of geometric motifs is more distinct. Domestic structures have a clear dominance in 
this group, spanning almost every geometric motif type. A great many of these motifs are indeed 
unique to this domestic setting including variations on rectangles and spirals, variations of stars, 
encircled triangles and complex zigzag variations. Geometric motifs are not as prevalent in 
communal structures, but such structures include unique motifs such as ‘handbags’ and h’s. 
Middens, interestingly, are not as diversely represented in these motifs and simply does not 
compare to the variety and sheer number found in domestic and communal structures.  
Human representations are clearly the domain of the domestic context. Whilst there are examples 
of humans in communal structures and middens, they are nowhere near as numerous. Interestingly, 
there are a large number of penises found in communal structures; though despite this ‘maleness’, 
female representations still marginally outnumber male ones, whilst unspecific-sex figures still 
dominate in all contexts. There is a good proportion of human representation, in all details, in 
midden contexts suggesting a very specific pattern especially when considering the lack of data in 
animal-oriented and geometric motifs. Middens must have a very specific symbolic pattern in this 
regard.  
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REGION AND PERIOD 
Regional and chronological patterns are also evident and mirror those seen in the Main Motifs. The 
graphs relating to these analyses can be found in Appendix B, Figure B.6.13.63 to Figure B.6.13.92. 
Distinctive patterns seen here include interesting contextual distribution of its animal-oriented 
Detailed Motifs in Central Anatolia. Firstly, most exist within PN domestic structures from 
Çatalhöyük. This is also true when looking at the distribution of geometric and human motifs. This 
pattern is related to the prevalence of wall paintings in these domestic structures and will be 
examined in more detail in the following section.  
A number of Northern Levantine PPNA motifs are mirrored in both communal and domestic 
structures though these numbers of such items are low in comparison to the proportion of 
communal structure material. These PPNB domestic structures, by comparison, have very few 
geometric Detailed Motifs whereas the communal structures have a large number.  
In South-Eastern Anatolia, the distribution of animal-oriented Detailed Motifs is almost exclusive to 
PPNA communal structures, whilst PPNB communal structures have a more restricted repertoire. 
This is also true when looking at geometric motifs. PPNB communal structures have barely any 
geometric motifs as compared to their PPNA counterparts. The overall ‘maleness’ mentioned earlier 
is dominant in the PPNA communal structures, with a few examples from PPNB communal 
structures and an impressive amount of the PPNB unspecific context.  
The distribution of animal-oriented Detailed Motifs in Southern Levantine contexts is far simpler. We 
see a dominance of schematic herbivores with very little further elaboration, and this is true for all 
periods and all contexts. Indeed, where unique examples appear, they tend to be from PPNB and PN 
unspecific contexts and provide little further information on the patterning here. The same 
simplicity is found in geometric motifs, with a clear dominance of variations of lines across all 
contexts and periods. Potential interesting patterning could be deduced from PPNA communal 
structures, which are associated with consecutive zigzags. But this motif is not unique to such 
structures and instead is also found in Epipalaeolithic funerary areas and unspecified contexts from 
the Epipalaeolithic through to the PPNB. Motifs, therefore, represent regional patterns, not 
associated with period or context. The same is true for the human-oriented motifs. Most are simple 
and schematic, from all periods and contexts. PPNB and PN unspecified contexts represent the 
largest selection of human details. By contrast, realistic representations are of a substantially smaller 
number, come from PN contexts exclusively.  
As with other regions, Western Anatolia provides little information, due to the lack of contextual 
information. PN domestic structures, specifically from the site of Hacılar, provide the most varied set 
of motifs, including two examples of felids from one figurine (Figure 6.13.8). But overall the region 
lacks much elaboration in this category.  
215 
 
 
Figure 6.13.8 Item number 1027 female figurine with two felids from Höyücek (Mellaart 1970:503)  
6.13.4 DETAILED MOTIF IN RELATION TO CONTEXT AND ARTEFACT TYPE 
As has been the case with the analysis of Detailed Motifs so far, many of the patterns seen here in 
relation to context and artefact type are no different to the ones observed looking at the Main 
Motifs. The graphs relating to these analyses can be found in Appendix B, Figure B.6.13.93 to Figure 
B.6.13.106. So as to avoid repetition, only the salient patterns will be discussed here.  
Looking again at the range of animal-oriented Detailed Motifs in public contexts, we see that the 
vast array of motifs is specific to communal structures with architectural installations. Within these 
communal structures, we see that relief and sculptures mimic installations but over a smaller range 
of motifs, and none are unique unto themselves. By comparison, items from the other contexts are 
all figurines, all schematic, and all herbivore. Human representations in public contexts are 
schematic. Only one example is found that can be considered realistic by the definitions set out in 
my methodology in Chapter 4), specifically a figurine from a pit at Sha’ar Hagolan (Figure 6.13.9). 
Communal structures offer the most interesting patterns looking at these human motifs. Specifically, 
architectural installations are schematic, alongside an abundance of penis depictions. This 
‘maleness’ is shared only in small part with sculptures in the same context. The only human female 
representation is found on one example of engraved relief from Göbekli Tepe (Figure 6.13.10). There 
are only a few figurines, both human and animal, found in these public structures and interestingly, 
all these examples come from the PPNA site Tell ‘Abr (Figure 6.13.11). By contrast, the other public 
contexts have examples of figurines (usually without sex, though where it is shown, they are female) 
in pits, open areas, and storage areas.  
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Figure 6.13.9 Item number 2083, realistic human figurine found in a pit in open area E83 at Sha’ar Hagolan 
(Garfinkel, Miller & Ben-Shlomo 2010:68) 
 
Figure 6.13.10 Item number 125 a female engraving from Göbekli Tepe (Lesure 2011:100; Schmidt 2010a:246) 
       
Figure 6.13.11 Tell ‘Abr figurines found in communal structures: a) Item number 2343 schematic human 
(Yartah 2013b:149); Item number 2344 realistic human (Yartah 2013b:159); c) Item number 235 schematic 
bird (Yartah 2013b:177)  
Middens have only schematic herbivore figurines. There are only a handful of exceptions, namely 
figurines of schematic arthropods and birds and in a decorated grooved stone with a fish (Figure 
6.13.12). Midden contexts are interesting, with a substantial number of schematic human 
representations, the largest proportion of which comes from figurines, mostly broken: realistic and 
schematic, female and male. Indeed, the overall distribution suggests a dominance of figurines in 
this context type which may point to a very specific practice of discard. 
a) b) c) 
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Figure 6.13.12 Item number 91, decorated grooved stone decorated with a schematic fish from Boncuklu 
Höyük. Other interpretations by the excavators have included schematic wheat representation (drawing by 
Caroline Hebron, photograph author's own)  
Domestic structures are as varied as communal structures, but with a larger repertoire of artefacts 
associated with them. There is a good selection of the motifs, with a dominance of schematic 
herbivores, particularly cattle. Paintings provide the largest range of motifs including many unique 
ones such as boar, canid, male deer, and water birds such as cranes. Except for clearly male felid and 
hoof print motifs, which are unique to low relief in domestic structures and the unique elements 
already attributed to paintings, the other motifs are shared across the different artefact types. As 
with the animal-oriented motifs, the largest range of geometric motifs appear in paintings. There are 
many motifs unique to this artefact type including consecutive crosses, brickwork, rectangle, all 
variations of spirals, squares, stars, variations of triangles, and more complex zigzags. With or 
without these paintings, the overall trend for domestic structures is clear: with variations of lines 
dominating alongside peaks of v’s, zigzags, and lozenges. The few examples of more rare / unique 
motifs show that many motifs are exclusively shared between paintings and engraved relief, 
particularly spiral circles and alternating consecutive v’s. Indeed, variations on crosses are also the 
remit of engraved and low relief. The rest of the artefacts show shared motifs which do not appear 
to be exclusive or unique to one type or another. There is clearly a shared system which overlaps 
with the larger repertoire of paintings and installations.  
6.13.5 DETAILED MOTIFS IN RELATION TO SIMPLIFIED SUBSISTENCE 
The patterns seen in the subsistence strategies as related to the Detailed Motifs are no different to 
those seen in the Main Motifs. The statistical analysis (Figure 6.13.13 and Figure 6.13.14) further 
confirms the similarities between the distributions of motifs amongst groups of a mixed hunter-
gatherer strategy as opposed to those with a mix agricultural subsistence. The large amount of 
similarity between all the strategies, however, points to the continued use of certain motifs 
throughout subsistence change and that perhaps patterns within the motifs is unrelated to 
subsistence strategy directly. As the overall patterns are similar to the Main Motifs, they will not be 
repeated here and the graphs relating to this analysis can be found in Appendix B, Figure B.6.13.111 
to Figure B.6.13.115 
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Figure 6.13.13 Statistical analysis of Detailed Motifs associated with simplified subsistence (all strategies) 
 
Figure 6.13.14 Statistical analysis of Detailed Motifs associated with simplified subsistence (strategies with 
the with most data) 
 
REGION AND PERIOD 
The regional and chronological patterns offer no new insights when examining the Details Motifs 
over the Main Motifs. Patterns which are highlighted in this analysis beyond those seen above are 
described below. The graphs associated with this analysis can be found in Appendix B, Figure 
B.6.13.116 to Figure B.6.13.131.  
The patterns seen in Central Anatolia are due to the limited number of sites. Any pattern seen in the 
subsistence strategies likely refers to this bias. Without cross comparison to contemporary sites in 
the region, it cannot be said that the differences seen here relate to subsistence or simply 
chronology. Patterns in the Northern Levant mimic those seen in terms of chronology and context. 
This has been discussed in relation to Main Motifs and there is little new to add here. In South-
Eastern Anatolia, we see a mirroring pattern, where motifs are associated with specific strategies 
through time. Indeed, realistic representations such as birds, carnivorous animals, and arthropods 
are limited to hunter-gatherer cultivator strategy (#05 P.HGMix; A.HGMix) across PPNA and PPNB.  
The Southern Levant is limited and uniform, especially looking at the animal-oriented Detailed 
Motifs which are for the most part restricted to schematic representations of herbivores. A Looking 
at the geometric motifs, there seems to be a set range, dominating across strategy and through 
time. A few unique motifs, where present, follow chronological trends, regardless of strategy. 
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6.13.6 DETAILED MOTIFS IN RELATION TO ALL SUBSISTENCE SPECIES 
What has already been established, is that the excavation, processing, and publication bias of each 
site restricts the analysis greatly. The top three species category, though interesting in looking at 
subsistence trends over time on its own, isn’t valuable when looking at the distribution of motifs and 
the relationships between them. Instead, we need to look at each species in isolation. This has not 
been conducted in relation to Main Motifs because the sort of species detail needed to examine this 
relationship has been recorded at Detailed Motif level. Overall, the published record has more data 
with regards to the presence or absence of species (though often with no specific percentage of 
assemblage discussed). That said, though we have a good range of data for plants and animals, there 
is still very little for birds. Fish have already been discussed above.  
FAUNAL SPECIES IN RELATION TO SPECIFIC ANIMAL-ORIENTED DETAILED 
MOTIFS 
Faunal species here have been compared to specific naturalistic motifs that could be identified. I felt 
the need to cross compare with the entire Detailed Motif range as superfluous to answering the 
pivotal questions the significance of motif choice and look at instead only specific animal species 
representations. An outline of these patterns has been summarised in Table 6.13.1, data relating to 
this analysis can be found below in Table 6.13.2 to Table 6.13.6). 
 Epipal. PPNA PPNB PPNC and PN 
Central Anatolia 
X - ‘herbivores’ 
Large, wild, 
dangerous 
Cyprus - - ‘herbivores’ X 
Northern Levant 
Schematic 
Large, wild, 
dangerous,  
‘herbivores’ ‘herbivores’ 
Northern 
Mesopotamia 
Schematic X ‘herbivores’ - 
South-Eastern 
Anatolia 
- 
large, wild, 
dangerous, 
large, wild, 
dangerous, 
- 
Southern Levant 
‘herbivores’ ‘herbivores’ 
Elaborate 
‘herbivores’ 
Elaborate 
‘herbivores’ 
Southern 
Mesopotamia 
- - - X 
Western Anatolia 
‘herbivores’ - 
Elaborate 
‘herbivores’ 
‘herbivores’ 
Table 6.13.1 Brief outline of the nature of animal representations in each region through time, cells in red 
indicating the presence of domesticate evidence in the faunal record associated with the motifs. An ‘x’ 
indicates no animal-orientated motifs associated, whilst a ‘-‘ indicates a lack of evidence completely from 
that region and period. 
Central Anatolia has a good range of species found in all periods. Epipalaeolithic and PPNB 
representations are limited. But this is not so in the PN where, when shown, there is a correlation 
between faunal remains and representations. The only exceptions to this are bears, felids, lizards, 
and snakes; the latter two potentially the victims of excavation bias due to small bone size. Equally 
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faunal remains of dog, domestic goat, domestic sheep, foxes, hare, tortoise, wild goat, and wild 
sheep are found in the archaeological record but are not represented in the depictions. This forms 
an interesting dichotomy of large hunted species along with predators and venomous creatures 
(which are depicted) versus small herbivore domesticate species (which are not). This corresponds 
with evidence for domesticates in the PN of this region. 
Cyprus has an interesting selection of deer and small domestic animals in the faunal record of the 
PPNB only, which are not recognisably depicted. Abstract animals are present in the motif range, 
and where recognisable, these representations take the form of boars, which matches the evidence 
for domestic pig. What is interesting is the evidence of stabbing found on some figurines. All this 
corresponds with the presence of domesticate evidence. 
The Northern Levant, like Central Anatolia, has sparse data for the Epipalaeolithic with some 
unspecific animal representations and a good proportion of taxa present. The PPNA is detailed, and 
interestingly we have imagery for large wild and dangerous species (which are depicted) as opposed 
to small herbivores (which are not). We have faunal evidence for carnivores alongside associated 
representations. We have dog bones but no canid representations. Motif representation mirror 
faunal evidence for aurochs, deer (with fallow deer), fox, and reptiles (snakes and lizard 
representations). On the other hand, there are equid bones but no equid representations; felid 
depictions, felid evidence in the faunal assemblage; evidence for wild caprines, goats and sheep 
(though no domesticates) not mirrored in the range of Detailed Motifs. The PPNB is more restricted, 
and though animal representations are found, they are schematic and where recognisable are only 
deer. This corresponds with fallow and roe deer but ignores the presence of a huge range of taxa, 
including out of the ordinary species such as bears and jackals. The PN has a smaller range of taxa 
and an even more ambiguous range with a very large proportion simple ‘herbivore’ representations 
with few distinguishing features, mostly in the form of figurines. This simplification of the animal 
motifs corresponds with the presence of domesticate evidence in the faunal record. 
Northern Mesopotamia is interesting. Despite the presence of a large array of fauna in the 
Epipalaeolithic, only snakes are found to be depicted. The PPNA shows no animals depicted in 
association to specific faunal remains (remembering of course that there is limited faunal data 
despite a large number of sites within my database). The PPNB is more varied. Animals and reptiles 
are depicted, herbivores and omnivores, and specifically boar. This all tally’s with the evidence but 
ignores the presence of carnivores and leopards. It is interesting considering the presence of 
domesticates in the PPNA and PPNB. 
Evidence from South-Eastern Anatolia shows a wide range of depictions which tally with faunal 
remains across both periods, including: snakes and lizards (tallying with evidence of reptiles), boar, 
cattle motifs (auroch bones), deer (with red and fallow deer), equid, felid (leopard remains), and fox. 
221 
 
There are exceptions to this pattern in the PPNA, where there are canids but no dog bones, and 
curiously wild caprines with no goat but instead sheep representations.  
Evidence for Southern Levant is scanty. Despite various taxa found, only generic ‘herbivore’ 
representations are evident in both the Epipalaeolithic and the PPNA. The Epipalaeolithic, however, 
also has an element of stabbing associated with these figures. The PPNB, PN are more varied. Both 
periods now have more specific species representations such as cattle, equid, goat, and sheep. The 
PN also has evidence of reptiles, such as lizards, and a returning element of stabbing. All evidence 
for these species, with the exception of reptiles, tally with the faunal record. This is all despite the 
varied taxa found include foxes and other carnivores, but interestingly corresponds to the evidence 
for domesticates.  
Southern Mesopotamia has generic representations of herbivores without distinct features. This is 
despite a large repertoire of faunal remains. 
Epipalaeolithic Western Anatolia depictions of generic herbivores are in line with the wild sheep, 
goat, and deer. However, the depictions of cattle do not correspond with faunal evidence from the 
sites. The cattle depictions disappear in the PPNB despite their presence in the faunal remains. 
Instead, we have representations of reptiles, carnivores, herbivores, as well as felid depictions. This 
is despite the lack of reptiles or any carnivore in the faunal repertoire. Schematic herbivore 
representations tally with a range of species in the faunal remains. The PN returns to the generic 
representations of herbivores readily found with the remains of wild goat, sheep, and deer. 
What we see here is that there is no overall correlation between changes in animal representations 
and the changes in taxa exploited and consumed. Instead, there are regional distinctions. The PN of 
central Anatolia, for examples, sees an increase of hunter/hunted species representations while the 
Southern Levant, in its own, more simply decorated assemblages, sees an increase elaboration in the 
PPNB and PN as well which in both regions corresponds with evidence for domesticates. The 
presence of wild (dangerous?) animals doesn’t necessarily correlate to elaborate representations of 
dangerous predators, as it does in the PPNA for South-Eastern Anatolia, as seen with the simplistic 
schematic representations of PPNA Southern Levant. Instead, the motif anomalies of PPNA Northern 
Levant, PPNA and PPNB South-Eastern Anatolia, and PN of Central Anatolia correlated with specific 
artefact types in unique contexts: architecture and relief in communal structures for the first two 
examples and paintings and relief within elaborate domestic contexts for the latter. In other region 
and periods, we see simplistic, schematic, representations which are nowhere near as elaborate in 
these aforementioned examples.   
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FAUNAL SPECIES IN RELATION TO SPECIFIC ANIMAL-ORIENTATED DETAILED MOTIFS 
BY REGION AND PERIOD 
 
Table 6.13.2 Table of data showing the identified animal species found in relation to selected Detailed Motifs 
by region and period 
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Equids
Fox
Hare / Rabbit
Wild Auroch
Wild Boar
Wild Caprines
Wild Goat
Wild Sheep
Badger 1 1
Deer, Fallow 1 1
Deer, Red 1
Deer, Roe 1 1
Dog 5
Domestic Goat 1
Domestic Sheep 1
Equids 7 1
Fox 7 1
Hare / Rabbit 7 1
Reptiles, other 5
Rodents 6 1
Tortoise/Turtle 6 1
Wild Auroch 7 1
Wild Boar 7 1
Wild Caprines
Wild Goat 6 1
Wild Sheep 6 1
Bear 3 3 1
Carnivor, other 3 3 1
Deer, Fallow 3 3 1
Deer, Red 2 1 2 77 2 2 9 44 14 8 3 1 1 14 5 6 1 6 1 2 1 3
Deer, unspec. 3 3 1
Dog 3 3 1
Domestic Caprines 3 3 1
Domestic Goat 2 1 2 80 2 2 9 47 14 8 3 1 1 14 6 6 1 6 1 2 1 3
Domestic Sheep 2 1 2 80 2 2 9 47 14 8 3 1 1 14 6 6 1 6 1 2 1 3
Equids 2 1 2 80 2 2 9 47 14 8 3 1 1 14 6 6 1 6 1 2 1 3
Fox 2 1 2 80 2 2 9 47 14 8 3 1 1 14 6 6 1 6 1 2 1 3
Hare / Rabbit 2 1 2 80 2 2 9 47 14 8 3 1 1 14 6 6 1 6 1 2 1 3
Hedgehog 3 3 1
Wild Auroch 2 1 2 80 2 2 9 47 14 8 3 1 1 14 6 6 1 6 1 2 1 3
Wild Boar 2 1 2 77 2 2 9 44 14 8 3 1 1 14 5 6 1 6 1 2 1 3
Deer, Fallow 3 1 1 1
Domestic Caprines 3 1 1 1
Domestic Goat 3 1 1 1
Domestic Pig 3 1 1 1
Domestic Sheep 3 1 1 1
Fox 3 1 1 1
Deer, Fallow
Deer, unspec.
Domestic Caprines
Domestic Goat
Domestic Pig
Domestic Sheep
Fox
Wild cat
P
P
N
C
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N
P
P
N
B
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P
N
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Table 6.13.3 cont. Table of data showing the identified animal species found in relation to selected Detailed 
Motifs by region and period 
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Deer, Red
Deer, Roe
Equids 1
Fox
Gazelle 1
Hare / Rabbit 1
Reptiles, other
Tortoise/Turtle
Wild Auroch
Wild Boar
Wild Caprines 1
Wild Goat
Wild Sheep
Wolf
Badger
Carnivor, other 5 1 6 3 1 2 1 1 4
Deer, Fallow 18 2 28 6 8 4 2 3 2 1 1 3 24
Deer, Red 1 1
Deer, Roe 1 1
Deer, unspec. 3 1 14 1 1 1 13
Dog 5 1 6 3 1 2 1 1 4
Equids 18 2 29 6 8 4 2 3 2 1 1 3 25
Fox 15 1 15 6 7 4 1 3 2 1 1 2 12
Gazelle 18 2 29 6 8 4 2 3 2 1 1 3 25
Hare / Rabbit 18 2 29 6 8 4 2 3 2 1 1 3 25
Reptiles, other 1 1
Rodents 3 1 14 1 1 1 13
Small mammals 3 1 14 1 1 1 13
Tortoise/Turtle 3 1 15 1 1 1 14
Wild Auroch 18 2 29 6 8 4 2 3 2 1 1 3 25
Wild Boar 18 2 29 6 8 4 2 3 2 1 1 3 25
Wild Caprines 3 1 14 1 1 1 13
Wild cat
Wild Goat 13 1 23 3 8 4 2 2 1 2 21
Wild Sheep 8 2 21 3 1 1 1 2 1 2 18
Wolf 1 1
Badger
Bear 1 1 1
Deer, Fallow 1 1 1
Deer, Roe 1 1 1
Domestic Caprines 1 1
Domestic Cattle 1 1 2 1
Domestic Goat 1 1
Domestic Pig 1 1
Domestic Sheep 1 1
Equids 1 1 1
Fox 1 1 1
Gazelle 1 1 2 1
Hare / Rabbit 1 1 1
Jackal 1 1 1
Rodents
Wild Auroch
Wild Boar
Wild cat 1 1 1
Wild Goat 1 1 1
Wild Sheep 1 1 1
Dog 9 6
Domestic Caprines 9 6
Domestic Cattle 9 6
Domestic Goat 9 6
Domestic Pig 9 6
Domestic Sheep 9 6
Equids 9 6
Gazelle 9 6
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Table 6.13.4 cont. Table of data showing the identified animal species found in relation to selected Detailed 
Motifs by region and period 
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Bear 1 1
Deer, Red 1 1
Deer, Roe 1 1
Fox 1 1
Rodents 1 1
Small mammals 1 1
Wild Auroch 1 1
Wild Boar 1 1
Wild cat 1 1
Wild Goat 1 1
Wild Sheep 1 1
Wolf 1 1
Badger
Carnivor, other
Deer, Red
Deer, Roe
Deer, unspec.
Domestic Cattle
Domestic Goat
Domestic Pig
Domestic Sheep
Equids
Fox
Gazelle
Leopard
Small mammals
Tortoise/Turtle
Wild Auroch
Wild Caprines
Wild Goat
Wild Sheep
Wolf
Badger 5 1 2 2 2 1
Carnivor, other 5 1 2 2 2 1
Deer, Red 5 1 2 2 2 1
Deer, Roe 5 1 2 2 2 1
Domestic Cattle 5 1 2 2 2 1
Domestic Goat 5 1 2 2 2 1
Domestic Pig 5 1 2 2 2 1
Domestic Sheep 5 1 2 2 2 1
Equids 5 1 2 2 2 1
Gazelle 5 1 2 2 2 1
Leopard 5 1 2 2 2 1
Small mammals 5 1 2 2 2 1
Wild Auroch 5 1 2 2 2 1
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Deer, Red 36 38 15 29 28 19 16 4 11 1 4 1 1 5 3 11 4 6 1 2 11 5 1 1 29
Deer, unspec. 36 17 1 19 28 12 16 4 11 1 4 1 1 5 3 11 4 1 2 1 1 1 19
Equids 36 12 1 18 28 9 16 4 11 1 4 1 1 5 3 11 4 1 2 1 1 1 18
Fox 36 17 1 19 28 12 16 4 11 1 4 1 1 5 3 11 4 1 2 1 1 1 19
Gazelle 21 14 10 7 6 11 4 10
Hare / Rabbit 26 14 11 10 6 11 4 11
Leopard 36 12 1 18 28 9 16 4 11 1 4 1 1 5 3 11 4 1 2 1 1 1 18
Reptiles, other 5 1 3 1
Rodents 5 1 3 1
Small mammals 5 1 3 1
Tortoise/Turtle 5 1 3 1
Wild Auroch 36 33 15 28 28 16 16 4 11 1 4 1 1 5 3 11 4 6 1 2 11 5 1 1 28
Wild Boar 36 38 15 29 28 19 16 4 11 1 4 1 1 5 3 11 4 6 1 2 11 5 1 1 29
Wild Caprines 26 14 11 10 6 11 4 11
Wild cat 5 1 3 1
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Carnivor, other
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Dog
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Wild cat 17 1 13 2 2 2 1
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Wild Sheep 4 1 26 9 8 18 3 3 1 3 3 2 1 2 6
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Table 6.13.5 cont. Table of data showing the identified animal species found in relation to selected Detailed 
Motifs by region and period 
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Fox
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Small mammals
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Badger 1
Beech martin 3 3 1
Carnivor, other 3 10 3 1
Deer, Fallow 3 15 6 1 2 1
Deer, Red 5 3 1 2
Deer, Roe 3 5 6 1 2 1
Deer, unspec. 5 4 1
Dog 1 5 4 1
Domestic Caprines 13 7
Domestic Cattle 1 13 7
Domestic Goat 4 13 10 1
Domestic Pig 13 7
Domestic Sheep 4 13 10 1
Equids 4 5 7 1 1
Fox 4 11 3 1
Gazelle 1 45 18 1 1 2
Hare / Rabbit 4 11 3 1
Hedgehog 1
Leopard 3 3 1
Reptiles, other 1 11
Rodents 4 11 3 1
Small mammals 1
Snake 3 3 1
Tortoise/Turtle 4 3 1
Wild Auroch 4 45 21 1 1 2 1
Wild Boar 4 44 21 1 1 2 1
Wild Caprines 11 4
Wild cat 4 5 7 1 1
Wild Goat 4 32 14 1 1 2 1
Wild Sheep 16 8 1
Badger 27 2 26 14 1 2 2 2
Carnivor, other 12 12 1
Dog 48 2 46 1 14 1 3 2 2
Domestic Cattle 39 2 38 14 1 3 2 2
Domestic Goat 45 2 43 1 13 1 3 2
Domestic Sheep 36 2 35 13 1 3 2
Equids 27 2 26 14 1 2 2 2
Fox 36 2 34 1 14 1 2 2 2
Gazelle 48 2 46 1 14 1 3 2 2
Hare / Rabbit 27 2 26 14 1 2 2 2
Reptiles, other 3 3 1 2
Rodents 27 2 26 14 1 2 2 2
Tortoise/Turtle 27 2 26 14 1 2 2 2
Wild Auroch 36 2 34 1 14 1 2 2 2
Wild Boar 48 2 46 1 14 1 3 2 2
Wild cat 27 2 26 14 1 2 2 2
Wild Goat 12 11 1 1 2
Wild Sheep 12 11 1 1 2
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Table 6.13.6 cont. Table of data showing the identified animal species found in relation to selected Detailed 
Motifs by region and period 
BIRD SPECIES IN RELATION TO BIRD SPECIFIC DETAILED MOTIFS 
Bird species here have been compared to specific naturalistic motifs that could be identified, and it 
was found that bird representations tally, overall, quite well with the faunal remains. Regional 
analysis doesn’t vary much from those patterns seen in the Main Motifs (Table 6.13.7) 
Central Anatolia has faunal evidence for birds throughout, but there are only clear representations 
in the PN. Depictions of cranes and water birds are substantiated by the faunal remains, but birds of 
prey do not correspond with any faunal evidence. The Northern Levant shows evidence for 
generalised birds in the PPNA which corresponds with depictions of birds. Representation of birds of 
prey, however, does not tally with the remains of these birds in the record. Evidence from Northern 
Mesopotamia and Western Anatolia is scanty. South-Eastern Anatolia has depictions of many types 
of birds: terrestrial birds, water birds, and birds of prey. Specific species in the PPNA could be 
identified as crane, duck, and vultures. These tally exactly with the presence of these species in the 
faunal record. The PPNB is less precise, with generic bird depictions and clearly depicted vultures, 
but this too tally’s with the faunal evidence. The Southern Levant, by contrast, is less clear. Evidence 
of birds is clear in Epipalaeolithic, PPNA, and PPNB, however only the PPNA are there any bird 
depictions. Their generic nature makes any analysis impossible.  
As with the faunal data, we see that the elaborate representations of birds are again associated with 
very specific contexts: communal structures of South-Eastern Anatolia in the PPNA and PPNB, 
communal structures of Northern Levant in the PPNA, and elaborate domestic structures of Central 
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Dog 1 1
Domestic Caprines 1 1
Equids 6 4
Fox 6 4
Gazelle 6 4
Hedgehog 1 1
Reptiles, other 6 4
Rodents 6 4
Tortoise/Turtle 6 4
Wild Auroch 6 4
Wild Boar 6 4
Wild Caprines 6 4
Wild cat 1 1
Deer, Fallow 2 2 2
Wild Boar 2 2 2
Wild Goat 2 2 2
Wild Sheep 2 2 2
Bear
Deer, Fallow 3 12 1 2 10 2
Deer, Red 4 4
Dog 3 8 1 2 6 2
Equids
Fox
Hare / Rabbit 3 8 1 2 6 2
Wild Auroch 3 12 1 2 10 2
Wild Boar 3 8 1 2 6 2
Wild Caprines 4 4
Wild Goat 3 8 1 2 6 2
Wild Sheep 3 8 1 2 6 2
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Anatolia in the PN. Considering the evidence for birds throughout, this distinction does not correlate 
to specific faunal evidence, nor is there a specific correlation. In South-Eastern Anatolia, all 
representations correlate to taxa evidence, in Northern Levant this is mostly true, and in Central 
Anatolia, the same can be said though there is no specific evidence for birds of prey in the faunal 
record though there is in earlier periods in this region.  
BIRD SPECIES IN RELATION TO BIRD SPECIFIC DETAILED MOTIFS BY REGION AND 
PERIOD 
 
Table 6.13.7 Table of data showing the identified bird species found in relation to selected Detailed Motifs by 
region and period 
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BOTANICAL SPECIES IN RELATION TO BOTANICAL SPECIFIC DETAILED MOTIFS 
Botanical species here have been compared to specific naturalistic and geometric motifs that could 
be identified with a potentially botanical interpretation. These motifs include motifs which in the 
database are labelled fish, fishbone, and plant bud. Fish and fish bone can equally be interpreted as 
plants or trees, as seen in the Boncuklu Höyük example in Figure 6.13.12 along with those from 
other sites in (Figure 6.13.15). What is immediately clear, when looking at these three motifs, is the 
good amount of evidence for botanical remains associated with them (Table 6.13.8). However, there 
is no clear pattern of association, and indeed, breaking it down further into an examination of region 
and period, provides nothing further.  
 
Figure 6.13.15 Fishbone motif, which could equally be interpreted as botanical in the form of plants or trees: 
a) Demirköy Höyük Item number 303 decorated grooved stone  (Algaze et al. 1991:215); b) Körtik Tepe Item 
number 334 decorated stone bowl (Özkaya 2013); c) Boncuklu Höyük Item number 53 decorated portable 
item SF53 (author's own) 
 
Table 6.13.8 Table of data showing the identified plant species found in relation to selected Detailed Motifs 
  
4A - Phase of Occupation.Specific Plant Taxa.Value
2 Fish - Schematic
Geometric - Fishbone
Geometric - Plant bud?
4A - Phase of Occupation.Specific Plant Taxa.Value
2 Fish - Schematic
Geometric - Fishbone
Geometric - Plant bud?
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6.13.7 DETAILED MOTIFS IN RELATION TO ALL SUBSISTENCE SPECIES 
ASSOCIATED WITH HUMAN-ORIENTED DETAILED MOTIFS 
FAUNAL SPECIES IN RELATION TO SPECIFIC HUMAN-ORIENTED DETAILED 
MOTIFS 
Overall, there appears to be no trend related to the appearance of humans in the symbolic 
repertoire and specific animal species. It is interesting, however, that evidence for pelts, and belts 
and loincloths (which are often seen to be spotted and associated with the fur of carnivorous 
animals) have low numbers when associated with carnivorous animals such as fox or leopard, and no 
association with other carnivorous animals such as wild cats, jackals, or wolves. Looking at the 
distribution of these representations across the regions, we note that regional patterns are strong, 
but species association is not. The nature of the association has been summaries in Table 6.13.9, 
with the data associated with this analysis found in Table 6.13.10 to Table 6.13.12.  
 Epipal. PPNA PPNB PPNC and PN 
Central Anatolia X - Limited Extensive 
Cyprus - - Limited Limited 
Northern Levant X Moderate Limited Limited 
Northern 
Mesopotamia 
X X Limited - 
South-Eastern 
Anatolia 
- Moderate Limited - 
Southern Levant Few Limited Moderate Extensive 
Sothern Mesopotamia - - - Limited 
Western Anatolia Few - Extensive Extensive 
Table 6.13.9 Brief outline of the nature of human representations in each region through time, cells in red 
indicating the presence of domesticate evidence in the faunal record associated with the motifs. An ‘x’ 
indicates no animal-orientated motifs associated, whilst a ‘-‘ indicates a lack of evidence completely from 
that region and period. 
The PN, and to a lesser degree the PPNB, of Central Anatolia, has a huge variation of human 
representations but its species repertoire is not unique. Indeed, the presence of loincloths and belts 
is set against a faunal assemblage without my carnivores despite the depictions of fur on these 
figures. These depictions of clothing are restricted to the PPNB and PN of Central Anatolia and the 
PPNA and PPNB of South-Eastern Anatolia. In the latter region, the PPNA has an association between 
these pelts (in this region, more likely to be defined as fox pelts) and the presence of leopard and fox 
in the faunal assemblage. This is not the case of the PPNB. The only other region to have evidence of 
clothing – in the form of belts rather than pelts – is Western Anatolia in the PN.  
These human figures, however, seem to correlate with the appearance of domesticate evidence in 
the faunal record. This correlation is certainly true for Central Anatolia in the PPNB and PN, along 
with Cyprus. South-Eastern Anatolia, though highly elaborate with relation to human motifs in the 
PPNA, does see a marked increase in human presentations in the PPNB with the presence of 
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domesticate evidence. A similar pattern is found in Southern Levant with human elaboration 
expanding until a complex PN assemblage linked to the increase evidence of domesticates.  
But this is a very regional adaptation which is not evident throughout. The Northern Levant sees an 
introduction of human representations in the PPNB despite evidence for domesticate in earlier 
periods which have no human representations. Western Anatolia sees human elaboration in the 
PPNB and PN despite a complete lack of domesticate evidence. The picture is complicated and highly 
regional. 
FAUNAL SPECIES IN RELATION TO SPECIFIC HUMAN-ORIENTED DETAILED MOTIFS 
BY REGION AND PERIOD 
 
Table 6.13.10 Table of data showing the identified animal species found in relation to selected human-
oriented Detailed Motifs by region and period 
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Equids
Fox
Hare / Rabbit
Wild Auroch
Wild Boar
Wild Caprines
Wild Goat
Wild Sheep
Badger
Deer, Fallow
Deer, Red 2 1 1
Deer, Roe
Dog 3
Domestic Goat 2 1 1
Domestic Sheep 2 1 1
Equids 5 1 1
Fox 5 1 1
Hare / Rabbit 5 1 1
Reptiles, other 3
Rodents 3
Tortoise/Turtle 3
Wild Auroch 5 1 1
Wild Boar 5 1 1
Wild Caprines
Wild Goat 3
Wild Sheep 3
Bear 11 2 1 2
Carnivor, other 11 2 1 2
Deer, Fallow 11 2 1 2
Deer, Red 13 81 19 3 6 4 3 5 2 19 1
Deer, unspec. 11 2 1 2
Dog 11 2 1 2
Domestic Caprines 11 2 1 2
Domestic Goat 13 92 21 3 6 4 3 5 2 20 3
Domestic Sheep 13 92 21 3 6 4 3 5 2 20 3
Equids 13 92 21 3 6 4 3 5 2 20 3
Fox 13 92 21 3 6 4 3 5 2 20 3
Hare / Rabbit 13 92 21 3 6 4 3 5 2 20 3
Hedgehog 11 2 1 2
Wild Auroch 13 92 21 3 6 4 3 5 2 20 3
Wild Boar 13 81 19 3 6 4 3 5 2 19 1
Deer, Fallow 4 1 2
Domestic Caprines 4 1 2
Domestic Goat 4 1 2
Domestic Pig 4 1 2
Domestic Sheep 4 1 2
Fox 4 1 2
Deer, Fallow
Deer, unspec. 2
Domestic Caprines 2
Domestic Goat 2
Domestic Pig 2
Domestic Sheep 2
Fox 2
Wild cat 2
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Deer, Red
Deer, Roe
Equids
Fox
Gazelle
Hare / Rabbit
Reptiles, other
Tortoise/Turtle
Wild Auroch
Wild Boar
Wild Caprines
Wild Goat
Wild Sheep
Wolf
Badger 5 2 1 2
Carnivor, other 3 2
Deer, Fallow 1 14 2 2 4 1 1 2 1 2
Deer, Red
Deer, Roe
Deer, unspec. 1 1
Dog 3 2
Equids 1 14 2 2 4 1 1 2 1 2
Fox 1 13 2 1 4 1 1 2 1 2
Gazelle 1 14 2 2 4 1 1 2 1 2
Hare / Rabbit 1 14 2 2 4 1 1 2 1 2
Reptiles, other
Rodents 6 2 1 1 2
Small mammals 1 1
Tortoise/Turtle 1 1
Wild Auroch 1 14 2 2 4 1 1 2 1 2
Wild Boar 1 14 2 2 4 1 1 2 1 2
Wild Caprines 1 1
Wild cat 5 2 1 2
Wild Goat 1 6 2 2 1 1 2
Wild Sheep 4 1 2
Wolf
Badger 1 1
Bear
Deer, Fallow 1 1
Deer, Roe
Domestic Caprines 6 1 3 1
Domestic Cattle 9 1 3 1
Domestic Goat 6 1 3 1
Domestic Pig 6 1 3 1
Domestic Sheep 6 1 3 1
Equids 1 1
Fox 1 1
Gazelle 7 1 4 1
Hare / Rabbit 1 1
Jackal
Rodents 1 1
Wild Auroch 1 1
Wild Boar 1 1
Wild cat 1 1
Wild Goat
Wild Sheep
Dog 10 5 5
Domestic Caprines 10 5 5
Domestic Cattle 10 5 5
Domestic Goat 10 5 5
Domestic Pig 10 5 5
Domestic Sheep 10 5 5
Equids 10 5 5
Gazelle 10 5 5
Wild Auroch 1
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Table 6.13.11 cont. Table of data showing the identified animal species found in relation to selected human-
oriented Detailed Motifs by region and period 
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Bear
Deer, Red
Deer, Roe
Fox
Rodents
Small mammals
Wild Auroch
Wild Boar
Wild cat
Wild Goat
Wild Sheep
Wolf
Badger
Carnivor, other
Deer, Red
Deer, Roe
Deer, unspec.
Domestic Cattle
Domestic Goat
Domestic Pig
Domestic Sheep
Equids
Fox
Gazelle
Leopard
Small mammals
Tortoise/Turtle
Wild Auroch
Wild Caprines
Wild Goat
Wild Sheep
Wolf
Badger 2
Carnivor, other 2
Deer, Red 2
Deer, Roe 2
Domestic Cattle 2
Domestic Goat 2
Domestic Pig 2
Domestic Sheep 2
Equids 2
Gazelle 2
Leopard 2
Small mammals 2
Wild Auroch 2
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Bear
Carnivor, other
Deer, Fallow 9 6 2 1 9 1 2
Deer, Red 9 6 2 1 9 1 2
Deer, unspec. 9 6 2 1 9 1 2
Equids 9 6 2 1 9 1 2
Fox 9 6 2 1 9 1 2
Gazelle
Hare / Rabbit
Leopard 9 6 2 1 9 1 2
Reptiles, other
Rodents
Small mammals
Tortoise/Turtle
Wild Auroch 9 6 2 1 9 1 2
Wild Boar 9 6 2 1 9 1 2
Wild Caprines
Wild cat
Wild Sheep 9 6 2 1 9 1 2
Badger 8 3 3
Bear 8 3 3
Carnivor, other 5 2 1 1 2
Deer, Fallow 2 51 6 2 13 7 10 1 6 1
Deer, Red 2 56 8 2 13 8 11 1 8 1
Deer, Roe 13 5 1 1 5
Deer, unspec. 14 1 1 9 2 4 1 1 1
Dog 5 2 1 1 2
Domestic Goat 2 29 2 1 4 5 6 2
Domestic Sheep 2 29 2 1 4 5 6 2
Equids 2 51 6 2 13 7 10 1 6 1
Fox 27 6 1 9 3 5 1 6 1
Gazelle 2 37 5 1 4 5 6 5
Hare / Rabbit 8 3 3
Hedgehog 8 3 3
Leopard 14 1 1 9 2 4 1 1 1
Rodents 8 3 3
Tortoise/Turtle 8 3 3
Wild Auroch 2 56 8 2 13 8 11 1 8 1
Wild Boar 2 56 8 2 13 8 11 1 8 1
Wild cat 8 3 3
Wild Goat 2 42 7 1 4 6 7 7
Wild Sheep 2 56 8 2 13 8 11 1 8 1
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Table 6.13.12 cont. Table of data showing the identified animal species found in relation to selected human-
oriented Detailed Motifs by region and period 
BIRD SPECIES IN RELATION TO SPECIFIC HUMAN-ORIENTED DETAILED MOTIFS 
No clear pattern of distribution is evident when looking at the relationships between bird 
assemblage and the human representations. The small body of faunal data also hampers any 
attempt at meaningful analysis. As such, the tables of data of bird species in relation to specific 
human-oriented Detailed Motifs by region and period have not been analysed further.  
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Carnivor, other
Deer, Fallow
Deer, Red
Dog
Equids 1
Fox
Gazelle 1
Reptiles, other
Small mammals
Wild Auroch 1
Wild Boar
Wild Caprines 1
Wild Goat 1
Carnivor, other 1 1 1
Deer, Fallow 1
Deer, unspec. 3
Dog 4
Equids 1 1 1
Fox 5 1 1
Gazelle 5 1 1
Hare / Rabbit 5 1 1
Hedgehog 4
Reptiles, other 5 1 1
Rodents 5 1 1
Small mammals 2 1 1
Tortoise/Turtle 2 1 1
Wild Auroch 4 1 1
Wild Boar 3
Wild Caprines 1 1 1
Wild cat 5 1 1
Wild Goat 5 1 1
Badger 16 2
Beech martin
Carnivor, other 1
Deer, Fallow 3 1
Deer, Red 2 1
Deer, Roe 2 1
Deer, unspec. 4 3 1
Dog 20 5 1
Domestic Caprines 8 1 1 1
Domestic Cattle 24 1 2 1 1
Domestic Goat 24 1 2 1 1
Domestic Pig 8 1 1 1
Domestic Sheep 24 1 2 1 1
Equids 20 5 1
Fox 21 6
Gazelle 38 2 11 1 2 1
Hare / Rabbit 21 6
Hedgehog 4 4
Leopard
Reptiles, other 21 6
Rodents 21 6
Small mammals 4 4
Snake
Tortoise/Turtle 16 2
Wild Auroch 37 2 10 1 2 1
Wild Boar 33 2 6 1 2 1
Wild Caprines 2 1 1
Wild cat 20 5 1
Wild Goat 29 1 10 1 1
Wild Sheep 6 1 3 1 1
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Badger 14 2 1 3 1 2
Carnivor, other 7 165 1 1 2 3 1
Dog 7 181 3 2 4 1 2 3 3
Domestic Cattle 7 179 3 2 3 1 2 3 3
Domestic Goat 7 179 3 2 4 1 2 3 3
Domestic Sheep 7 177 3 2 3 1 2 3 3
Equids 14 2 1 3 1 2
Fox 16 2 1 4 1 2
Gazelle 7 181 3 2 4 1 2 3 3
Hare / Rabbit 14 2 1 3 1 2
Reptiles, other 2
Rodents 14 2 1 3 1 2
Tortoise/Turtle 14 2 1 3 1 2
Wild Auroch 16 2 1 4 1 2
Wild Boar 7 181 3 2 4 1 2 3 3
Wild cat 14 2 1 3 1 2
Wild Goat 4 1
Wild Sheep 4 1
Dog 1 1
Domestic Caprines 1 1
Equids 1 2
Fox 1 2
Gazelle 1 2
Hedgehog 1 1
Reptiles, other 1 2
Rodents 1 2
Tortoise/Turtle 1 2
Wild Auroch 1 2
Wild Boar 1 2
Wild Caprines 1 2
Wild cat 1 1
Deer, Fallow 1
Wild Boar 1
Wild Goat 1
Wild Sheep 1
Bear
Deer, Fallow 47 105 31 18 48 1 2 8 22
Deer, Red 80 18 14 42 1 2 1 17
Dog 47 25 13 4 6 7 5
Equids 79 18 14 42 1 2 1 17
Fox
Hare / Rabbit 47 25 13 4 6 7 5
Wild Auroch 47 105 31 18 48 8 22
Wild Boar 47 104 31 18 48 1 2 8 22
Wild Caprines 80 18 14 42 1 2 1 17
Wild Goat 47 25 13 4 6 7 5
Wild Sheep 47 25 13 4 6 7 5
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BOTANICAL SPECIES IN RELATION TO SPECIFIC HUMAN-ORIENTED DETAILED 
MOTIFS 
There is no clear pattern of distribution when looking at the botanical data. As with the faunal 
remains, there does not appear to be any significant pattern of association between the 
representations and the botanical species consumed. Instead, any patterning likely relates to 
regional variation. This is equally true on a more detail examination of region and period. As such, 
tables of data of botanical species in relation to specific human-oriented Detailed Motifs by region 
and period have not been analysed further.  
6.13.8 SUMMARY OF DETAILED MOTIFS 
 CAN WE PLOT THE APPEARANCE AND/OR DISAPPEARANCE OF SPECIFIC MOTIFS 
THROUGH TIME? 
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC REGION? 
 CAN WE MAP SPECIFIC MOTIFS DIFFUSE ACROSS REGIONS THROUGH TIME? 
 ARE MOTIFS UNIQUE, OR EXCLUSIVE, TO ONLY CERTAIN TYPES OF ITEMS? 
As with examination of the Main Motifs, these Detailed Motifs point to very specific region and 
chronological trends. Certain designs are dominant to specific groups of artefacts and certain 
artefact types do have distinctive combinations. Further, these distinctive combinations also reveal 
differing developments as based upon regional and chronological trends. Analysis of artefact type by 
Detailed Motif further exemplifies patterns that were found when examining Main Motifs. 
Decorated grooved stones, handheld tools, portable items, and vessels form a tight cluster of 
similarity. The same is true for figurines, jewellery, and sculpture. Where the Detailed Motifs differ is 
the separation of the different reliefs and installations. Each category within these is now clearly 
unique, treated in completely different ways to anything else. The patterns seen in the Main Motifs 
are mirrored here with no remarkable differences in the regional and chronological analysis. As such, 
the patterns will not be repeated here.  
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT ACROSS THE REGION? 
 ARE SPECIFIC MOTIFS UNIQUE TO A SPECIFIC CONTEXT, AND HOW DOES THIS CHANGE 
THROUGH TIME? 
The types of contexts created and used have distinct regional trends and associated chronological 
changes distinct from the motifs that may be associated with them. But in many regions, there are 
clear disparities between the public, private, and midden contexts and character of the 
representations employed in them. That said, when looking at the contextual distribution of the 
Detailed Motifs there appear to be no significant clusters. Quite the contrary, it would appear that 
statistically, when considering Detailed Motifs, at least, all the contexts can be thought to be similar. 
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It is particularly telling that communal and domestic structures are so similar even at this level. As 
before the main patterns are seen in the Detailed Motifs mirror those already discussed in the Main 
Motifs and will not be repeated here.  
 HOW DO REPRESENTATIVE MOTIFS COMPARE TO THE TYPES OF TAXA CONSUMED? 
In most cases, there is evidence for the species depicted, however, as is expected there are several 
examples of depictions without faunal evidence and equally faunal evidence without depictions. 
However, there are no broad patterns of association and many of these examples are regionally and 
chronologically unique. 
Many sorts of species are depicted, animal and bird, and often there is evidence for them directly 
associated. Animals found but not depicted tend to be the more common, often subsistence 
animals. It is important to note that despite this discrepancy, many such common species are still 
represented but it is all regionally specific. Animals depicted, without evidence, tend to be wild 
dangerous creatures, such as carnivores and birds of prey, but again this is very regionally specific, as 
there are many cases where evidence is found in line with representations, if not in very large 
numbers.  
 ARE THERE SPECIFIC MOTIFS WHICH RELATES WITH AN ABUNDANCE OF SPECIFIC TAXA? 
 WHAT CHANGE CAN BE DOCUMENTED ABOUT THE EXPLOITATION OF DIFFERENT TAXA 
OVER TIME AND ACROSS THE REGION, ESPECIALLY IN RELATION TO MOTIFS? 
This is difficult to answer, as subsistence strategies and, therefore, taxa consumed, in relation to the 
chronological and regional changes already discussed, is far too varied and needs to be considered 
on a site to site basis. Further, there is not enough detailed information in my current data set with 
which to analyse the abundance of taxa and compare it to the motifs employed. 
Animal depictions are, unsurprisingly, varied and are not representative of the entire faunal 
assemblages. Quite the contrary, there is a clear selection bias which likely has significant social 
meaning. More broadly there are two groups of depictions to consider: ‘hunter/hunted’ 
(carnivorous and omnivorous animals including felid and boar, alongside larger more difficulty 
hunted species such as Auroch) and ‘mundane’ (hunted and later domesticated small herbivorous 
species such as sheep and goat). 
Overall, we see that in all regions where Epipalaeolithic evidence for animal-oriented motifs is 
present – all are simple, schematic, and limited. Only in Northern Mesopotamia is there a non-
herbivore - a snake. The PPNA sees a huge shift with a large variety of species represented. 
Herbivores (such as deer and cattle), can be found alongside carnivores (such as felids and foxes), 
omnivores (such as boar) as well as birds, arthropods, and reptiles.  
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This is particularly true in the PPNA Northern Mesopotamia and South-Eastern Anatolia. The PPNA 
of Northern Mesopotamia is detailed, and interestingly we have imagery for hunted/hunter species 
(which are depicted) as opposed to ‘mundane’ animals (which are not), which has been discussed 
above. This distinction has been clarified and the pattern observed in Motif representation mirror 
faunal evidence for aurochs, deer (with fallow deer), fox, and reptiles (snakes and lizard 
representations), but on the other hand, there are equid bones but no equid representations; felid 
depictions, but not specifically related to wild cat deposits; evidence for wild caprines, goats and 
sheep (though no domesticates) not mirrored in the range of Detailed Motifs. Evidence from South-
Eastern Anatolia is varied. The range of depictions which tally with faunal remains across both 
periods include snakes and lizards, boar, cattle motifs, deer, equid, felid (leopard remains), and fox. 
There are also many types of terrestrial, water, and birds of prey. Specific species in the PPNA could 
be identified as crane, duck, and vultures. These species tally exactly with the presence of these 
species in the faunal record.  
Evidence for the Southern Levant, by contrast, is scanty. Despite various taxa found, generic 
‘herbivore’ representations most common in both the Epipalaeolithic and the PPNA. Despite the 
evidence of birds in the Epipalaeolithic, PPNA, and PPNB, only the PPNA are there any bird 
depictions. Their generic nature makes any analysis impossible. This is interesting because, in 
Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia, few animals are in the faunal records, which are not 
seen in the symbolically elaborated material. Instead, the animals which are wild and often 
dangerous, as with the felids and scorpions, are the most prevalent in the depictions.  
The PPNB sees yet another shift, with almost every region now having a simple range of motifs, all 
generic herbivores. But there are exceptions. Cyprus and Northern Mesopotamia deviate slightly 
with the presence of boar depictions, whilst Northern Levant has deer. South-Eastern Anatolia 
continues to have an extensive repertoire though it has retracted in the PPNB. It no longer includes 
felids, foxes, or arthropods, but is still representative of a largely wild corpus. 
By contrast, Southern Levant and Western Anatolia, which were very simple in the Epipalaeolithic 
and PPNA, now have a broader repertoire. Epipalaeolithic Western Anatolia depictions of generic 
herbivores are in line with the wild sheep, goat, and deer. However, the depictions of cattle do not 
correspond with faunal evidence from the sites. The cattle depictions disappear in the PPNB despite 
their presence in the faunal remains. Instead, we have representation of reptiles, carnivores, 
herbivores, as well as felids. This is despite the lack of reptiles or any carnivore in the faunal 
repertoire.  
This pattern is true for Southern Levant as well, where the PPNB, PPNC, and PN are more varied. 
Both periods now have more specific species representations such as cattle, equid, goat, and sheep. 
The PN also has evidence of reptiles, such as lizards, and a returning element of stabbing. Unlike 
Western Anatolia, all the evidence for these species, with the exception of reptiles, tally with the 
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faunal record. This is all despite the varied taxa found include foxes and other carnivores, which are 
not depicted, but does interestingly corresponds the evidence for domesticates.  
The PN further exemplifies this regional disparity. The PN sees a further simplification, general 
herbivores, on a much larger scale, with more extensive assemblage. This is true for all regions but 
two: Central Anatolia and also Southern Levant. The latter sees a much larger entirely schematic 
assemblage now including goat, lizard, on top of PPNB cattle and equid. In Central Anatolia, there is 
a correlation between faunal remains and representations. The most commonly depicted creatures 
are hunted species and dangerous bears and felids. Faunal remains of dog, domestic goat, domestic 
sheep, foxes, rabbit, tortoise, wild goat, and wild sheep are found in the archaeological record but 
are not represented in the depictions. This corresponds with evidence for domesticates in the PN of 
this region. This forms an interesting dichotomy of hunted/hunter species (which are depicted) 
versus ‘mundane’ domesticate species (which are not). Central Anatolia is still ‘wild’, whilst Southern 
Levant is now ‘domestic’ in the character of their motifs despite the similar subsistence strategies 
and taxa consumed. 
All this points to distinct regional development. The PN of central Anatolia, as already discussed, 
sees an increase of hunter/hunted species representations. The presence of wild (dangerous?) 
animals doesn’t necessarily correlate to elaborate representations of dangerous predators, as it 
does in the PPNA for South-Eastern Anatolia, as seen with the simplistic schematic representations 
of PPNA Southern Levant. Instead, the motif anomalies of PPNA Northern Levant, PPNA and PPNB 
South-Eastern Anatolia, and PN of Central Anatolia correlated with specific artefact types in unique 
contexts. Architecture and relief in communal structures for the first two examples, and paintings 
and relief within elaborate domestic contexts for the latter. In other region and periods, we see 
simplistic, schematic, representations which are nowhere near as elaborate in these aforementioned 
examples.  
As with the faunal data, we see that the elaborate representations of birds are again associated with 
very specific contexts: communal structures of South-Eastern Anatolia in the PPNA and PPNB, 
communal structures of Northern Levant in the PPNA, and elaborate domestic structures of Central 
Anatolia in the PN. Considering the evidence for birds throughout, this distinction does not 
correspond to specific faunal evidence. In South-Eastern Anatolia, all representations correspond to 
taxa evidence, in Northern Levant this is mostly true, and in Central Anatolia, the same can be said 
though there is no specific evidence for birds of prey in the faunal record though there is in earlier 
periods in this region.  
Botanical species are again more difficult to find a correlation, there is no clear pattern of 
association, and indeed, breaking it down further into an examination of region and period, provides 
nothing further.  
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Overall, there appears to be no trend related to the appearance of humans in the symbolic 
repertoire and specific animal species. However, there may be some correlation to the appearance 
of domesticate evidence in the faunal record. This correlation is certainly true for Central Anatolia in 
the PPNB and PN, along with Cyprus. South-Eastern Anatole, though highly elaborate with relation 
to human motifs in the PPNA, does see a marked increase in human presentations in the PPNB with 
the presence of domesticate evidence. A similar pattern is found in Southern Levant with human 
elaboration expanding until a complex PN assemblage linked to the increase evidence of 
domesticates. But this is a very regional adaptation which is not evident throughout. In Northern 
Levant, for example, the elaborate PPNA is in marked contrast to simpler, schematic humans which 
is associated with PPNB and PN assemblages an evidence for domesticates. The Northern Levant 
sees an introduction of human representations in the PPNB despite evidence for domesticate in 
earlier periods which have no human representations. Western Anatolia sees human elaboration in 
the PPNB and PN despite a complete lack of domesticate evidence. The picture is complicated and 
highly regional. Unlike the potential pattern seen in the faunal data, there is no clear pattern of 
distribution when looking at the botanical or bird data.  
6.14 CONCLUSIONS 
Throughout this Chapter, I have summarised each variable analysed at the end of each pertinent 
section, and as such there is little need to repeat that information here. The overall conclusions of 
this analysis are the surprising lack of correlation between many of the concurrent variables 
analyses. In particular, the key points are: 
 There is little correlation between site size and symbolically elaborated material, with the 
exception of Central Anatolia. Changes appear to be chronological and independent of this 
variable. 
 There is little correlation between artefact type, the motifs deployed, and the complexity of 
those decorations, rather trends suggest a regional diversity across similar artefact types 
 There is little correlation between subsistence strategies and symbolically elaborated 
material, with the exception of evidence from Central Anatolia and Southern Levant. 
Changes appear to be chronological and independent of this variable. 
 There is some correlation between context types and symbolically elaborated material, but 
the chronological changes appear regionally distinct. 
 There is no correlation between environment and symbolically elaborated material. 
Changes appear to be chronological and regionally distinct, independent of this variable.  
 There are some interesting trends with regards to the taxa consumed and those deployed 
on symbolically elaborated material. There is no direct correlation, but there is noticeable 
change through time. 
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What follows in Chapter 7 is the stylistic examination of the patterns identified above. The statistical 
analysis cannot quantify and cross compare the style and character of the motifs under discussion, 
and such style influences interpretations of regionality and changes through time. Further, the 
analysis presented above will then be applied to the contextually strong case studies to further 
clarify potential interpretations. In Chapter 8, the patterns identified in relation to artefact types, 
motifs, site size, subsistence, environment and the taxa consumed, alongside the analysis in Chapter 
7, will be used to test the prevailing theories and present my own interpretations of the data.  
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CHAPTER 7 -  STYLISTIC ANALYSIS AND 
THE APPLICATION OF ANALYSIS ON 
THE CASE STUDIES 
7.1 STYLISTIC EXAMINATION OF DETAILED MOTIFS 
Whilst an overarching analysis which groups together a diverse range of sites affords us the 
opportunity to analyse data in a simple quantitative way, the fundamental flaw with this method is 
that the levelling of great site by site diversity. Inter-site diversity is important, indeed, many 
interesting patterns within the data can only be teased out through physical examination of style. 
Whilst inferences may be made concerning the distribution of realistic female figurines with, for 
example, clear indications of breasts, the difference between the style of these figurines poses a 
difficult methodological problem in the initial database creation – at what point is all the detail 
simply too detailed? What point does the ever increasing detail simply mask overall patterns? Site by 
site analysis has not been conducted in this study, due to limited time and lack of in-depth 
contextual detail. However, a very limited attempt will be shown here to add further depth to the 
patterns already observed in the analysis so far. High-resolution images of ll the figures in section 7.1 
can be found in Appendix C. 
7.1.1 ARTEFACT DISTRIBUTION 
Looking at the distribution of decorated artefact types, an interesting pattern identified was the 
geographically restricted use of architectural installations, in particular, the use of pillars (Figure 
7.1.1). We see that the Northern Levant / South-Eastern Anatolian pattern already identified is 
further translated to each site, each with distinctive t-shaped pillars, with obvious inter-site 
similarities. The exceptions are the pillars at Qermez Dere which are both distinctive in their regional 
distance and physical construction. Their context is also distinguishing. Where in South-Eastern 
Anatolia they are associated with communal structures, at Qermez Dere they are found in domestic 
buildings.  
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Figure 7.1.1 Map of sites with stylistically similar architectural installations  
7.1.2 ANIMAL-ORIENTATED MOTIF DISTRIBUTION 
HERBIVORES 
With the exception of architectural installations discussed above, all the other artefact types under 
investigation here have shown themselves to be common across the regions. Instead, variation is 
seen in the style, rather than the location, of these items. Herbivores, for example, are found in 
various media throughout my study, in all periods, and across all regions (Figure 7.1.2). The forms of 
these herbivores, however, are highly distinctive. Cattle (Figure 7.1.3), for example, are not as 
ubiquitous as is assumed (though that is based upon my database and not the full repertoire of 
artefacts excavated to date). Furthermore, there are clear distinctions in the manner cattle was 
represented – either as bucrania (the head alone represented with an emphasis on their impressive 
horns) or in full (Figure 7.1.4 and Figure 7.1.5). There are many generic ‘herbivore’ representations 
found across the region, but few can, without question, be identified as cattle. Bucrania are 
unsurprisingly similar across the sites and the media and are found from the PPNA onwards. The 
whole cattle representations, which are found in all periods, are far more varied in media and style. 
Though these representations to not cluster temporally or regionally, there are regional trends such 
as the pillars at Göbekli Tepe, and the paintings at Çatalhöyük. Instead, we see that cattle figurines 
are remarkably similar throughout.  
The same stylistic inter-site variation can be seen in the limited depictions of caprine (Figure 7.1.7), 
deer (Figure 7.1.8), boar (Figure 7.1.6), and equid (Figure 7.1.9). Representations of these animals 
are found from the PPNA onwards (with the exception of caprines which have some Epipalaeolithic 
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examples). Though there are clear stylistic and media differences, the overall impression is clearly 
similar in form and intent (with the exception of caprines). Analysis of the depiction of these four 
animal types further emphasises a widespread pattern, adopted, and interpreted on a site by site 
basis. What is of particular interest, when considering these stylistic differences, is also the range of 
media which was used to form these images. Their visual style may be quite similar, but their scale is 
often remarkably different. These differences relate to very specific examples, of then the case 
studies of Göbekli Tepe and Çatalhöyük which are remarkably unique. 
 
Figure 7.1.2 Map of sites with evidence for herbivores in their Main Motifs (high-resolution images can be 
found in Appendix C) 
 
Figure 7.1.3 Map of sites with evidence for cattle in their Main Motifs  
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Figure 7.1.4 Map of sites stylistically similar cattle (full body) representations in their Detailed Motifs  
 
Figure 7.1.5 Map of sites stylistically similar bucrania (cattle) representations in their Detailed Motifs  
243 
 
 
Figure 7.1.6 Map of sites stylistically similar boar representations in their Detailed Motifs  
 
Figure 7.1.7 Map of sites stylistically similar caprine representations in their Detailed Motifs  
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Figure 7.1.8 Map of sites with stylistically similar deer representations in their Detailed Motifs  
 
Figure 7.1.9 Map of sites with stylistically similar equid representations in their Detailed Motifs  
CARNIVORES, REPTILES, AND ARTHROPODS 
Main Motifs evidence some very interesting regional distinctions, which are also clear in style. 
Representations of foxes (Figure 7.1.10), lizards (Figure 7.1.12) (PPNA and PPNB), insects (Figure 
7.1.11) and specifically scorpions (Figure 7.1.13) (PPNB only) are geographically restricted to South-
Eastern Anatolia and the Northern Levant. Stylistic similarities across all media are evident. Snakes 
are of particular interest (Figure 7.1.14). Stylistically they fall into the same group as the lizards, 
insects, and scorpions (above). They appear in the PPNA, continuing to used into the PN, following a 
very precise style and form. The exception is the PN Çatalhöyük example which evidences animal 
representations far more realistic than those found South-Eastern Anatolia and Northern Levant (of 
245 
 
the PPNA and PPNB). This diversity further highlights the strong similarity of Northern Levant and 
South-Eastern Anatolia in contrast to neighbouring regions. 
 
Figure 7.1.10 Map of sites with stylistically similar fox representations in their Detailed Motifs  
 
Figure 7.1.11 Map of sites with stylistically similar insect representations in their Detailed Motifs  
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Figure 7.1.12 Map of sites with stylistically similar lizard representations in their Detailed Motifs  
 
Figure 7.1.13 Map of sites with stylistically similar scorpion representations in their Detailed Motifs  
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Figure 7.1.14 Map of sites with stylistically similar snake representations in their Detailed Motifs  
Felid representations are clearly identifiable with obvious overlap in the ideas of representations – 
particularly the decoration on the body – and show clear stylistic discrepancies (Figure 7.1.15). In 
particular, we see a stylistic similarity between Central and Western Anatolia and again between the 
Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia. 
 
Figure 7.1.15 Map of sites with stylistically similar felid representations in their Detailed Motifs  
  
248 
 
BIRDS 
Whilst bird representations are limited, they do occur across five regions, from the PPNA onwards 
(Figure 7.1.17). It is interesting to note, however, that clear bird representations, a style which in 
itself is distinctive and realistic, are found only in South-Eastern and Central Anatolia, and only 
during the PPNA and PPNB. Birds of prey, for example, are limited to depictions of vultures with 
wings outstretched and significantly, despite the inter-site stylistic variability, these vultures are 
clearly similar (Figure 7.1.19). There is a very similar geographic limitation of depictions of water 
birds (Figure 7.1.18) and birds represented in schematic form (Figure 7.1.16). These two show clear 
similarities despite stylistic differences. Thus, analysis of bird representations further exemplifies the 
stylistic similarity between northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia, and the uniqueness of 
Central Anatolian assemblages.  
 
Figure 7.1.16 Map of sites with stylistically similar f-shaped birds representations in their Detailed Motifs  
 
Figure 7.1.17 Map of sites with evidence for all birds in their Main Motifs  
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Figure 7.1.18 Map of sites with stylistically similar water bird representations in their Detailed Motifs  
 
Figure 7.1.19 Map of sites with stylistically similar vulture (wings outstretched) representations in their 
Detailed Motifs  
7.1.3 HUMAN-ORIENTED MOTIF DISTRIBUTION 
It is human figurines which show the greatest variability in distribution and form, despite falling into 
broad categories of similarity. Human representations are found in large numbers across all regions 
and time periods (Figure 7.1.20 and Figure 7.1.21). Yet there are also many sites which have 
absolutely no evidence of human motifs (Figure 7.1.22 and Figure 7.1.23), and indeed, several more 
which lack the motif within at least one of their occupational phases.  
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Figure 7.1.20 Map of sites with evidence for realistic human Main  
 
Figure 7.1.21 Map of sites with evidence for schematic human Main Motifs  
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Figure 7.1.22 Map of sites with evidence no evidence for human Main Motifs across all phases of occupation  
 
Figure 7.1.23 Map of sites with evidence no evidence for human Main Motifs in specific phases of occupation  
Male and female figurines, along with clear phallic representations, are found at various sites (Figure 
7.1.24, Figure 7.1.25, and Figure 7.1.26); but what is clear is that overall is that most human 
representations have no overt sexual markers.  
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Figure 7.1.24 Map of sites with evidence for female human Main Motifs  
  
Figure 7.1.25 Map of sites with evidence for male human Main Motifs  
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Figure 7.1.26 Map of sites with stylistically similar phallic representations in their Detailed Motifs  
Looking at the range of figurines, we see a huge variety in form, detail, size, raw material, etc. So 
much so, that any attempt at further subdividing this assemblage would result in masking potential 
overall patterns. However, there are some interesting elements worth highlighting. Figurines which 
are intentionally created as headless are restricted to four sites in Anatolia, spreading westwards 
from PPNA Göbekli Tepe to PN Höyücek (Figure 7.1.27).  
 
Figure 7.1.27 Map of sites with stylistically similar intentionally headless human representations in their 
Detailed Motifs  
Stick figure humans are remarkably similar in distribution to that of the remarkable animal species of 
fox, scorpion etc. (Figure 7.1.28). There is an Epipalaeolithic example of a stick figure though it is 
stylistically distinct. Stick figure humans, though few in number, occur in regionally distinct clusters 
within the Northern Levant and Central Anatolia. 
254 
 
 
Figure 7.1.28 Map of sites with stylistically similar human stick-figure representations in their Detailed Motifs  
Highly schematic pebble figurines (Figure 7.1.29), with the exception of one example from Central 
Anatolia, are limited to the Southern Levant regionally. All are highly similar stylistically, across sites 
and time periods.  The same is true for the far more realistic ‘cowrie-eyed’ figurines (so named by 
the original excavators, and named for their distinctive almond / cowrie shell shaped eyes), which 
are restricted in distribution to the Southern Levant (Figure 7.1.30). Pebble and cowrie eyed 
figurines first appear in the PPNB and continue through into the PN. It is worth noting that the 
pebble figurines could equally be interpreted as schematic phallic representations, just as the incised 
decorated portable items from this region have been interpreted as vulva (Garfinkel 1999:39). 
 
Figure 7.1.29 Map of sites with stylistically similar pebble figurines  
255 
 
 
Figure 7.1.30 Map of sites with stylistically similar cowrie figurines 
Despite the unrestricted distribution of various artefact types and motifs, a brief stylistic 
examination does reveal distinctive territorial stylistic similarities which further validate statistical 
patterning already identified.  
The Southern Levant is distinct in many aspects. Its range of human figurines is stylistically unique, 
and this visually explains the simple assemblages already discussed in this analysis. This region is 
distinct from Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia, with its monumental complexes and 
realistic animalistic style. Sites form these latter regions are highly similar in their representation of 
style, even if certain motifs are not prevalent throughout. The Northern Levant and South-Eastern 
Anatolia region have many common elements with later periods in Central Anatolia, which is 
stylistically and contextually, distinct. Instead, there are stylistic affiliations with western Anatolia. 
Whilst all regions may have used the same motifs and the same artefacts, these stylistic distinctions 
reveal deliberate territorial markers.   
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7.2 CASE STUDIES 
Bearing in mind the overarching patterns deduced in the analysis above, and considering the stylistic 
variations briefly examined, what patterns can we see in the main and subsidiary case studies which 
have sufficient artefact numbers and context variety to be informative? High-resolution images of all 
the maps in section 7.2 can be found in Appendix C. 
7.2.1 MAIN CASE STUDY SITES  
BONCUKLU HÖYÜK –  PPNB 
10,000m2 – P.HGMix; A.HGMix 
Boncuklu Höyük consists of a community of hunter-gatherer-cultivators, farming both wild and 
domestic plants, and exploiting a wide range of hunted species. Ritual behaviour at the site is 
distinctive, with the architectural use of red paint and installations, alongside the presence of 
figurines and highly decorative ground stone (Baird et al. 2012:236).  
When considering the Boncuklu artistic assemblage, the contextual disparity is immediately 
apparent; mirrors much of what is evidenced within the study database. Over 53% Boncuklu’s 
decorated  assemblage comes from surface layers (Figure 7.2.1) (this does not take into account as 
yet unspecified contexts, debris, or fill). Looking at the specified contexts of Boncuklu, we see that 
13% of all decorated artefacts are found in middens, and ignoring surface context data, this 
increases to 28%. Indeed, only 7 artefacts within my dataset were found in distinct specified 
contexts. It would, therefore, be reasonable to suggest that the vast majority of Boncuklu’s symbolic 
items originate from external midden accumulations. Add to this the unique nature of the bulldozed 
Boncuklu mound, which has sliced and churned the top layers, it is unsurprising that so much 
material is now found on the surface, in unstratified, mixed deposits.   
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Figure 7.2.1 Boncuklu Höyük, distribution of number of artefacts by context type 
Looking at the proportion of different artefact types by context type, we see that decorated portable 
items are the most numerous. Considering the large proportion of decorated grooved stones, and 
the high levels of fragmentation, it is possible that a good proportion of the decorated portable 
items formed part of grooved stones before breaking. It is difficult therefore to disentangle these 
two categories. The same can be said for the plain grooved stones. Almost exclusively fragmented, it 
could be reasonable to assume, considering the numbers of decorated grooved stones, that many of 
the plain grooved stone fragments may have had (now destroyed) decorated elements. What really 
needs to be highlighted at this point is the range of shape, size, colour, and decoration of all these 
stone items, specifically, the fact that none of the 92 fragmented objects could be said to be part of 
the same item. There are no potential joining pieces, and without question, these are all unique and 
isolated fragments of 92 different objects.  
Looking at the distribution of artefact type numbers by context we see some interesting patterns 
(Figure 7.2.2). Figurines are limited at Boncuklu, yet interestingly associated with domestic activity, 
namely: floors of domestic structures, hearths, isolated public surfaces, and open areas. By contrast, 
contexts that may include elements of introduced midden material, such as funerary contexts, pits, 
and stake holes, are dominated by decorated grooved stones and portable items. Middens and 
unspecified contexts have a full range of artefact types. All this further affirms the corresponding 
evidence from excavation which points to very distinct domestic behaviour which kept the houses 
clean. 
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Figure 7.2.2 Boncuklu Höyük, distribution of artefact types numbers by context type  
  
Figure 7.2.3 Boncuklu Höyük: a) Item number 118 from Boncuklu Höyük showing stick-figure human motifs, 
found in midden context PFP; b) Item number 3232 from Boncuklu Höyük showing stick-figure human motifs, 
found in mud wall collapse PFW  
a) b) 
259 
 
  
Figure 7.2.4 Boncuklu Höyük, table of data and distribution of artefact type by Main Motif 
Looking closely at the distribution of artefact type by Main Motif at Boncuklu, (Figure 7.2.4) we can 
see that, whilst there are some unique motifs such as diamonds or stars, on the whole, there is no 
clear distinction between the motifs found on decorated grooved stones compared to other 
portable items. What these unique motifs only highlight is the huge variation already described. 
Indeed, even jewellery and handheld tools, though both far simpler in their decoration, fall into the 
same broad system of motifs and offer no distinct patterns. The only clear distinction can be found 
between figurines and all other artefacts, but this is not surprising. What is surprising is the evidence 
of a schematic fish on a decorated grooved stone (Figure 7.2.6) and schematic human figures on 
decorated portable items (Figure 7.2.3). These two elements are the only overlap between motifs 
associated with figurines and those associated with other artefacts.  
Type of item
- Schematic
- Unidentified schematic
1_ Animal
4_ Human
6_ Fish
Animal - Herbivore
Generic - Use of paint in decoration
Geometric - C
Geometric - Circle
Geometric - Comb
Geometric - Cross
Geometric - Crosshatch
Geometric - Diamond
Geometric - Dot drilled
Geometric - Fishbone
Geometric - Ladder
Geometric - Lines
Geometric - Lines parallel
Geometric - Lozenge
Geometric - Random squiggle
Geometric - Rectangle
Geometric - Star
Geometric - Sun
Geometric - Triangle
Geometric - V
Geometric - Zigzag
D
e
c. G
ro
o
ve
d
 Sto
n
e
 (co
m
p
le
te
)
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
5
3
2
1
1
1
D
e
c. G
ro
o
ve
d
 Sto
n
e
 (fra
g.)
2
1
2
2
1
6
1
12
7
6
2
D
e
c. H
a
n
d
h
e
ld
 To
o
l (co
m
p
le
te
)
1
D
e
c. Po
rta
b
le
 Ite
m
 (co
m
p
le
te
)
1
1
1
2
1
2
6
6
1
2
1
1
1
3
D
e
c. Po
rta
b
le
 Ite
m
 (fra
g.)
1
1
4
5
2
10
2
2
13
19
5
1
5
Figu
rin
e
 (co
m
p
le
te
)
1
1
1
Figu
rin
e
 (fra
g.)
4
10
3
1
2
Je
w
e
lle
ry (fra
g.)
1
1
1
Pla
in
 G
ro
o
ve
d
 Sto
n
e
 (co
m
p
le
te
)
Pla
in
 G
ro
o
ve
d
 Sto
n
e
 (fra
g.)
260 
 
 
Figure 7.2.5 Distribution of context type by Main Motif at Boncuklu Höyük 
  
Figure 7.2.6 Boncuklu Höyük, Item number 91 from showing fish-like motifs, found in midden context NJR 
The distribution of motifs against context type (Figure 7.2.5), or indeed artefact type by Main Motif against 
context type (Figure 7.2.7, Figure 7.2.8 , 
 
Figure 7.2.9, and Table 7.2.1) reveals little more patterning that the distribution of artefacts already 
discussed. The limited range of motifs associated with floors, hearths, caches etc. is due to the 
distribution of figurines in those contexts. The wide range of the other motifs mirrors the 
distribution and variation of decorated grooved and portable items. Almost all the unique motifs are 
associated with surfaces and topsoil but this has already been addressed and does not affect the 
overall patterning.  
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Figure 7.2.7 Boncuklu Höyük, distribution of artefact type by Main Motif in specified contexts 
 
Figure 7.2.8 Boncuklu Höyük, distribution of artefact type by Main Motif in middens 
 
Figure 7.2.9 Boncuklu Höyük, distribution of artefact type by Main Motif in unspecified contexts 
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Figure 7.2.10 Boncuklu Höyük: a) Item number 549, animal figurine found in private hearth context NBK; b) 
Item number 3225, schematic human figurine found in midden context MTB  
 
Table 7.2.1 Boncuklu Höyük, distribution of artefact type by Main Motif in unspecified contexts 
When physically examining the figurines, we do see that very few are clearly identifiable to a specific 
animal or human (for example Figure 7.2.10). Others are either too fragmentary or too schematic to 
be identified and interpreted as either human or animal. This could be indicative of specific 
behaviour associated with the use, and then destruction, of figurines. Indeed, this behaviour could 
account for the low numbers of figurines uncovered considering the highly detailed processes of 
retrieval at this site. Based on the substantial numbers of geometric clay objects found at the site 
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(Bennison-Chapman 2014:329-374), it is clear that there is sufficient preservation of unfired clay 
artefacts to suggest that the low numbers of figurines represent a real absence of figures as an 
artefact type in the Boncuklu assemblage.  
Raw material investigations still ongoing, and as such there are no patterns that can be discerned 
with regards to that contextual deposition. Figurines are all clay, the rest of the artefacts under 
discussion are all stone, and so the patterns remain unchanged. Further, looking at the Detailed 
Motifs, as opposed to the Main Motifs, whilst interesting to note the variability already described, it 
offers no new patterns to consider.  
Whilst looking at the site of Boncuklu Höyük as a whole offers some interesting insights, it also  
clouds a very complicated picture of distinct excavation areas which are, as yet, chronologically 
unlinked. Looking now more specifically at the trenches, it is useful to note that areas H, M, and P, 
along with area N, are the most extensively excavated trenches and as such, the wide range of 
artefacts found in each of them is unsurprising (Figure 7.2.12, Figure 7.2.13, and Figure 7.2.14). 
Indeed, area M is mainly a midden area with sporadic isolated surfaces found within it. Area P, 
initially a large midden area comparable to area M, now features emerging domestic structures in 
the latest excavation season. Area H, too, comprises a mix of distinct midden areas and clear 
domestic dwellings. These areas, therefore, have a good range of artefacts, as we have already 
established the richness of middens at this site, especially as compared to the extensively cleaned 
domestic structure.  
This dichotomy is clear when looking at area N, which is, for the most part, a sequence of well 
preserved, clean, domestic structures. The limited range of artefacts here, despite the large 
excavation of this trench, highlights what has already been discussed with regards to the clean 
houses. Indeed, where artefacts are uncovered, they are done so within fills or middens surrounding 
the house (with the exception of figurine found in the hearth of building 10).These similarities 
between areas are further highlighted by the statistical analysis (Figure 7.2.11). Here we see the 
distinction between midden areas H, M, and P, alongside K and in part Q, as compared to the clean 
domestic structures of area N. The other undiscussed areas comprise investigative and geo-
archaeological trenches which are unique and currently without evidence of occupation.  
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Figure 7.2.11 Boncuklu Höyük, statistical analysis of the distribution of artefact type by excavation area 
 
Figure 7.2.12 Boncuklu Höyük, distribution of artefact type by excavation areas  
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Figure 7.2.13 Boncuklu Höyük, table of data and distribution of artefact type by context type in each 
excavation area 
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Figure 7.2.14 Boncuklu Höyük, dispersal of artefact type by context type in each excavation area  
Looking at the distribution of Main Motifs now, we see that the main excavation areas are similar 
(Figure 7.2.15, and Figure 7.2.20). In all areas, certain motifs dominate specifically single and parallel 
lines. The exception is area N, which is dominated by naturalistic motifs, which tally’s with the low 
numbers of decorated artefacts in this area as compared to the number of figurines. The distribution 
of these motifs, therefore, seems less to do with patterns relating specifically to the distinct areas, 
but instead of the types of contexts found throughout (Figure 7.2.20). This is further affirmed by the 
similarities between areas H, M and P, as distinct from N, seen in the statistical analysis (Figure 
7.2.16). The distribution of Detailed Motifs offers no further insight. 
Even looking at the specific motif distribution, by artefact type, by context, by area, we only see a 
further affirmation of the variability found on site (Figure 7.2.18 and Figure 7.2.19). We note the 
overall patterns are still clear, and that the potential distinctions are a result of contextual 
dichotomy, domestic structures vs. midden areas, rather than area specific patterns. Considering the 
clustering of domestic units on the mound, the high variability of decoration on the artefacts points 
to an individualization rather than household specific patterns. That said, the overarching 
dominance of a few certain motifs leads us towards an idea of ‘variation on a theme’. A statistical 
analysis of this distribution would be unhelpful due to low numbers skewing the results; and again, 
an analysis at this level of Detailed Motifs, only serves to further accentuate the huge variety and 
variability of motifs employed on these items within a structured set of repeated motifs, specifically 
variations on lines and dots, and to some extent lozenges and zigzags.  
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Figure 7.2.15 Boncuklu Höyük, distribution of Main Motif by excavation area 
 
Figure 7.2.16 Boncuklu Höyük, statistical analysis of the Distribution of Main Motif by excavation area 
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 Figure 7.2.17 Boncuklu Höyük, distribution of Main Motif by context type in all excavation areas  
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 Figure 7.2.18 Boncuklu Höyük, distribution of artefact type by Main Motif and context type in excavation 
areas H, K, L, and M. 
270 
 
 
Figure 7.2.19 Boncuklu Höyük, distribution of artefact type by Main Motif and context type in excavation 
areas N, O, P, Q, and W, X, and unspecified. 
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Figure 7.2.20 Boncuklu Höyük, dispersal of Main Motif by excavation area  
SUMMARY 
Boncuklu Höyük is a valuable case study, not only due to the large number of artefacts considering 
the percentage of the site excavated, but also the access to greater contextual detail. Of the 
artefacts with clear, stratified contexts, most are found in extensive midden accumulations. Contexts 
that may include elements of introduced midden material, such as funerary contexts, pits, and stake 
holes, are dominated by decorated grooved and portable items. Conversely, domestic structures 
have been kept clean with rare examples of artefacts, but interestingly where artefacts are found, 
they tend to be figurines. There is a potential preservation bias; however, of clay figurines in the 
middens as compared to the better-preserved stone objects.  
Boncuklu Höyük evidences a huge range of Main Motifs, present in various combinations. This along 
with variation in shape, size, and colour, for example, makes every artefact completely unique. A 
large proportion of Boncuklu’ artefacts is fragmented, with no evidence for multiple pieces from the 
same object. Despite being separated by time, the excavated trenches further highlight the 
distinction between the contexts similar across the site. They do not reveal clear differences (with 
regards to the artefacts, their decoration, and their deposition) between the trenches that could 
suggest a particular household association. Considering the clustering of domestic units on the 
mound, the high variability of decoration on the artefacts seems to point to an individualisation. The 
overarching dominance suggests a ‘variation on a theme’.  
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Whilst Boncuklu is a community of hunter-gatherer-cultivators with distinctive ritual practice, little 
correlation between subsistence strategy and symbolically elaborated material is evidenced. Indeed, 
despite their experimentation in cultivation, Boncuklu’s residents appear to have employed similar 
strategies to that of the preceding Epipalaeolithic of neighbouring regions. Evidence from Boncuklu 
can also be contrasted with the later, and more elaborate systems seen at PN Çatalhöyük. 
Çatalhöyük as a site evidences domestic animals. The distinctive nature of Boncuklu Höyük lies in the 
permanence of its structures and its people. This territoriality is suggested by the similarity of  
cultivation practices and house construction over successive generations. The symbolically elaborate 
material, I feel, is likely linked to these gradually developing complex systems of sedentism and 
territoriality. This is as opposed to changes in subsistence strategies which, whilst synchronous, are 
probably not directly interlinked. Contemporary evidence for painted floors and bucrania, along with 
house rebuilding, shows a progression of the developments found at the later site of Çatalhöyük. 
The village of Boncuklu is neither extensively large nor would its population be unmanageable. It 
would seem that this increase elaboration is a manifestation of self-identify. But the standardised 
form, function, and range of motifs suggest an accepted style and system used to place oneself 
within the community and to retain a sense of self (or perhaps household) in the larger aggregation. 
ÇATALHÖYÜK –PN 
130,000m2 – P.DomMix; A.DomMix 
The site of Çatalhöyük demonstrates a community of farmers and pastoralists who still exploited a 
wide range of hunted species, from the end of the PPNB through to the PN. Ritual behaviour is 
abundant and distinctive. Elaborate symbolism at Çatalhöyük has been ascribed to an intensification 
of social and material interactions. Specifically used in the mediation of those interactions in an 
unusually large and densely packed community, with the impressive longevity of ‘households’ in an 
exceptionally large settlement (Baird 2009:221).  
Looking at the vast site of Çatalhöyük, we see a good distribution of artefacts in areas with 
sufficiently high numbers (Figure 7.2.21). There are some problems when considering Çatalhöyük. 
The first is the distinction between the Mellaart and the Hodder excavations. The former was fast a 
paced excavation with little sieving and no flotation, resulting in a biassed range of artefacts which 
are large and recognisable. However, these same excavation techniques revealed a far larger 
number of dwellings and, therefore, a larger proportion of paintings, plaster relief, and installations. 
By contrast, the new Hodder excavations have been slower and more methodical. As such, there has 
been greater recovery of smaller, fragmented, schematic artefacts such as pieces of figurines. Most 
of the figurines at Çatalhöyük are small, quickly made, discarded in middens, and of either animal or 
abbreviated human form without sex characteristics. It is clear that that the predominance of the 
female human form at Çatalhöyük has been exaggerated in much writing about the site (Hodder & 
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Meskell 2011:237). By contrast, the slow rate results in a lower proportion of revealed domestic 
dwellings and the architectural elements associated with them. None the less, despite these 
potential biases, the different areas and phases at Çatalhöyük are remarkably similar (Figure 7.2.22).  
 
Figure 7.2.21 Çatalhöyük, distribution of artefact type by Area and phase 
 
Figure 7.2.22 Çatalhöyük, statistical analysis of distribution of artefact type by area and phase 
Grouping the site into broad phases (levels XII-X, VII-VI, and V-II) across the main excavation areas 
(Northern, South, and TP) we see some interesting trends (Figure 7.2.23 and Figure 7.2.24). CH 
South – levels VIII-VI have by far the largest amount of data, and this is true in CH South more 
broadly. The second largest assemblage comes from the CH North. CH North – Levels V-II and Levels 
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VII-Vi are not statistically similar, whilst by contrast, all three broad level from CH South, are. This is 
partly due to the similarities of artefacts found in each broad CH South level, whilst CH North has 
paintings and relief in the earlier levels which are absent in the later ones.  
This discrepancy may also be linked to a contextual distribution of these artefacts. CH North – levels 
V-II are dominated by midden evidence, whilst levels VIII-VI are domestic contexts. Most of the 
evidence from the CH South, too, is from domestic settings with paintings found in all three board 
levels but reliefs only in CH South – Levels VIII-VI. Looking at the portable items, tools, and figurines 
in isolation, we see that they are found in all contexts to some degree and that there is no specific 
pattern to their contextual distribution. Figurines are rare in the North Area excepting middens and 
fills. This is also true for CH TP. In the South Area, they are found in all contexts, but dominant in the 
domestic structures of level VIII-II. There is no clear differentiation between the whole and 
fragmented figurines, found in tandem across all contexts.  
Motif distribution mirrors that of the artefact distribution (Figure 7.2.31 and Figure 7.2.32). Phase 
and areas with evidence for paintings and relief have a great deal of elaborate motifs due to the 
nature of the artefact type. This motif distribution, therefore, in inextricably linked to context type. 
Looking at Çatalhöyük North (Figure 7.2.25 and Figure 7.2.26), we see a continued disparity that has 
already been discussed between the two broad layers VIII-VI and V-II. The oldest layer is dominated 
by domestic structures, with a wide range of geometric motifs and some limited examples of 
schematic herbivores and humans. The youngest layer, despite limited evidence from domestic 
structures (which again sees geometric motifs and a single example of a human figure), sees an 
increase for schematic humans from midden contexts, with far greater human detail. Geometric 
motifs are more limited. This relates to the aforementioned evidence for relief and paintings in CH 
North – level VIII-VI. 
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Figure 7.2.23 Çatalhöyük, distribution of artefact type by context type by area and phase 
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Figure 7.2.24 Çatalhöyük, dispersal of artefact type by Area and phase  
By contrast, Main Motif distribution in Çatalhöyük South corresponds with the strong evidence for 
paintings in all three phases here (Figure 7.2.27, Figure 7.2.28, and Figure 7.2.29). We see a 
chronological shift in the types of motifs used within each of the contexts. In Levels XII-X, we see a 
limited range of geometric motifs, mainly from domestic contexts, along with a single example of 
schematic animal and human figures. This is in marked contrast with the later level VIII-VI which sees 
an explosion of motifs related specifically to domestic structures, which are dominated by geometric 
motifs. That said, there are significant examples of animals and humans, including bird, reptiles, 
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carnivores and omnivores, but are none the less dominated by herbivores. Overall animals dominate 
over humans. Humans, though low in number also have a full range of details. Evidence from other 
contexts is limited but where present appears to be animal and human representations with some 
detail. The youngest phase, Level V-II, sees a similar distribution specific to domestic contexts. Now 
humans dominate over animals, herbivores over other animals types similar to the earlier phase. 
Domestic motifs are reduced in number and range and human details are more varied. There is even 
less data from other contexts in this phase but again appears to be restricted to human and animal 
representations. There are also an increased number of male representations, both human and 
animal, in this phase. New field research on figurines and related imagery at Çatalhöyük and 
comparative study of material from more recently discovered sites like Göbekli Tepe and Nevali Çori 
suggests that the origins of settled life and agricultural communities were entangled with 
zoomorphic and phallic symbolism. These are patterns that are observed elsewhere in Anatolia and 
the Levant, suggesting that maleness, dangerous animals, and possibly violence were central to a 
major development in the Neolithic of the Middle East (Meskell 2013:255-256). Whilst that is an 
interesting avenue of investigation, the data from all areas and phases suggest that where sex is 
clearly shown, female human representations dominate.  
By contrast to Çatalhöyük North and South, the TP area is surprisingly limited (Figure 7.2.33). 
Domestic structures are limited to a very small range of geometric motifs, whilst midden contexts 
are exclusively human and animal figures.  
 
Figure 7.2.25 Çatalhöyük, distribution of Main Motif by context type in the Transitional phase of the North 
Area 
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Figure 7.2.26 Çatalhöyük, distribution of Main Motif by context type in the Late Neolithic phase of the North 
Area 
 
Figure 7.2.27 Çatalhöyük, distribution of Main Motif by context type in the Early Neolithic of the South Area  
 
Figure 7.2.28 Çatalhöyük, distribution of Main Motif by context type in the Late Neolithic of the South Area  
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Figure 7.2.29 Çatalhöyük, distribution of Main Motif by context type in the Transitional phase of the South 
Area 
 
Figure 7.2.30 Çatalhöyük, distribution of Main Motif by context type in the Late Neolithic of the TP Area  
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Figure 7.2.31 Çatalhöyük, dispersal of naturalistic Main Motifs by Area and phase  
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Figure 7.2.32 Çatalhöyük, dispersal of geometric Main Motifs by Area and phase  
Looking deeper now, into the distribution of artefact types and their motifs within contexts, we see 
little change in the overall interpretation. In Çatalhöyük North (Figure 7.2.33 and Figure 7.2.34), the 
oldest levels point to a dominance of paintings in domestic contexts. There are rare examples of 
animal figurines from this context as well, along with geometric engraved relief and high relief in the 
form of herbivores. The youngest levels, V-II, also show this trend of paintings and figurines in 
domestic contexts, though in this case a human figurine. For the most part, naturalistic motifs are 
exclusive to figurines whilst paintings from domestic structures are only geometric.  
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In Çatalhöyük South, level XII-X, we see geometric paintings in domestic structures, alongside animal 
figurines and relief (Figure 7.2.35, Figure 7.2.36, and Figure 7.2.37). The only exception to this 
pattern is a single human figurine from a midden context. The pattern continues into Levels VIII-VI. 
Here, geometric motifs dominate in paintings within domestic structures. Figurines from these 
domestic structures are specifically dominated by human representations. By contrast, figurines in 
other contexts are both animals and human. Animal representations are also found in various forms 
of relief such as high and sunken relief of herbivorous animals, low relief of omnivores and 
carnivores, all mostly found in domestic contexts. Birds, by contrast, appear to be unique to figurines 
and paintings. Looking at specific human representations we see that all female figurines come from 
domestic settings whilst male ones from unspecified contexts. The shift into level V-II already 
discussed appears to be mostly due to the change in the character of paintings, which are now 
distinctly naturalistic in character with a dominance of human and animal representations, 
specifically male animals, mostly herbivore. Whilst geometric motifs are still present, they are much 
reduced. Female figurines are, again, mostly limited to domestic contexts, whilst male 
representations are exclusively found in domestic paintings. Reliefs have now completely 
disappeared from the repertoire.  
 The TP area offers no great insight; domestic structures which related to geometric motifs are 
limited to paintings and engraved relief, whilst the midden material of naturalistic motifs consists of 
figurines, and handheld tools (Figure 7.2.38). The example of a human representation within the 
midden material appears to come from an example of painting.  
 
Figure 7.2.33 Çatalhöyük, distribution of Main Motif by artefact and context type in the Transitional phase of 
the North Area 
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Figure 7.2.34 Çatalhöyük, distribution of Main Motif by artefact type and by context type in the Late Neolithic 
phase of the North Area 
 
Figure 7.2.35 Çatalhöyük, distribution of Main Motif by artefact and context type of the Transitional phase in 
the South Area 
 
Figure 7.2.36 Çatalhöyük, distribution of Main Motif by artefact and context type in the Late Neolithic of the 
South Area 
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Figure 7.2.37 Çatalhöyük, distribution of Main Motif by artefact and context type in the Early Neolithic of the 
South Area 
 
Figure 7.2.38 Çatalhöyük, distribution of Main Motif by artefact and context type in the Late Neolithic of the 
TP Area 
Looking at raw material, briefly, to assess whether there is a specific distribution pattern associated 
with it, we see some patterns which are artefact specific (Table 7.2.2). All plaster and paint are 
associated with a domestic setting. Alongside this, we note that all bone was made into tools, all clay 
is figurines, and all tusks are jewellery. In all phases across all regions, clay figurines are most 
common and there is little disparity between their contextual distributions. It is only in CH South – 
level V-II where there seems to a far greater proportion of stone figurines in domestic contexts. Even 
then, stone figurines are still found in fill and unspecified contexts in this phase here. There doesn’t 
appear to be a clear disparity in contextual distribution based on raw material outside of the 
inherent properties of the artefacts in question.  
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Table 7.2.2 Çatalhöyük, data of raw by artefact type and by context type by Area and phase 
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SUMMARY 
Çatalhöyük is a long-lived and highly elaborated site. Its large collection of decorated material is 
invaluable within this study. It is unique in many ways to the other sites in the database and, as such, 
serves as a counterpoint to the overarching patterns observed. The size of the site has revealed clear 
chronological and contextual distinctions. What appears at first glance to be chronological changes 
in Çatalhöyük North, for example, is, in fact, a disparity of contexts. Most of Çatalhöyük North level 
VIII-VI evidence comes from domestic structures, whilst in the level V-II evidence comes from 
middens. The similarity of artefact distribution in Çatalhöyük South, by contrast, can be attributed to 
a more even distribution of context types in the different phases under investigation. Looking at the 
architectural elements, whilst paintings dominate throughout all the domestic structures, reliefs are 
limited to levels VIII-VI in both Çatalhöyük North and South, along with limited evidence from level 
V-II in the TP area. There also appears to be a greater number of human representations, particularly 
in midden contexts, evidenced from figurines.  
By contrast, Main Motif distribution in Çatalhöyük South corresponds with the strong evidence for 
paintings in all phases and we see a chronological shift in the types of motifs used. In Çatalhöyük 
South, Levels VIII-VI, geometric motifs dominate in paintings within domestic structures. Figurines 
from these domestic structures are specifically dominated by human representations. Animal 
representations are also found in various forms of relief such as high and sunken relief of 
herbivorous animals, low relief of omnivores and carnivores, all mostly found in domestic contexts. 
Birds, by contrast, appear to be unique to figurines and paintings but are again found in those 
domestic contexts. The shift into level V-II already discussed appears to be mostly due to the change 
in the character of paintings, which are now distinctly naturalistic in character with a dominance of 
human over animal representations, specifically male animals, mostly herbivore. Whilst geometric 
motifs are still present, they are much reduced. Female figurines are, again, mostly limited to 
domestic contexts, whilst male representations are exclusively found in domestic paintings. Whilst 
the changes to most artefact types aren’t so dramatic is it these shifts in paintings of the domestic 
contexts which are impressively distinctive in these two broad phases.  
Ritual behaviour is abundant and distinctive. Elaborate symbolism at Çatalhöyük has been ascribed 
to an intensification of social and material interactions. Specifically used in the mediation of those 
interactions in an unusually large and densely packed community, with the impressive longevity of 
‘households’ in an exceptionally large settlement (Baird 2009:221). Considering the wide range of 
symbolically elaborated material found within domestic contexts in my data, we can legitimately ask 
whether this might relate to the character of social networks at Çatalhöyük. Defining limits to social 
networks in this sense, in and between modest villages of 100-300 people, may well have been a 
simple practice. To do so in villages of several thousand must have involved distinct forms of 
networks (Baird 2009:222). What we see are clear shifts, from an assemblage dominated by 
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geometric motifs (similar to those seen at the earlier site of Boncuklu, though now transformed 
through a new medium), alongside varied animalistic representations ending in the late Neolithic 
with a dominance of human representations, with many paintings showing a vivid interaction 
between human and animals (which may correspond to an increase dependence upon domesticated 
species). This development can be seen architecturally with ‘history houses’ found in the centre of 
tightly nucleated neighbourhoods (associated with the older geometric-dominated levels, similar in 
architectural style to Boncuklu in terms of constant rebuilding), which shift to the edges of more 
open architectural clusters in the later period (now associated with vivid human/animal motif 
interactions alongside continued evidence for domesticates). 
The purpose of the symbolically elaborated material, especially when considering the variability and 
uniqueness of each artefact, becomes difficult to address. Elaborate contacts are individual houses 
which would have had limited access. Indeed, neighbourhood construction makes such access even 
more restrictive. But the style of the various motifs and elements are clearly similar though their 
character is unique. The paintings and portable items likely served a similar function to those of 
Boncuklu, in terms of self (or household) identity. But the repeated standardised processes point to 
a very specific system spanning a large site and large population aggregation.  
SHA'AR HAGOLAN – PN 
200,000m2 – P.Dom; A.DomMix 
The site of Sha’ar Hagolan demonstrates a community of pastoral farmers, exploiting domestic 
plants and animals with a limited selection of wild fruits, nuts, and birds. Sha’ar Hagolan is 
particularly significant due to its impressive architecture, with previously unseen courtyard buildings 
demarcated by communally planned system of streets. While the upkeep of the houses was 
undoubtedly the responsibility of their residents, the streets’ maintenance must have required the 
cooperation of the entire community, thus testifying to a high degree of social complexity (Ben-
Shlomo & Garfinkel 2009:198). Ritual behaviour is distinctive but limited, exhibiting decorated 
pebbles and stone and clay figurines. 
Area A-D represents the first excavations at the site, as discussed in Chapter 5, with no contextual 
information. This is frustrating considering the wide range of material found there. By contrast, 
areas E, G, and H do have contextual information to some degree. In these areas, however, only 
figurines have been recovered (Figure 7.2.39, Figure 7.2.40, and Figure 7.2.41). This makes a 
valuable contextual analysis difficult.  
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Figure 7.2.39 Sha’ar Hagolan, dispersal of artefact type by context type in each excavation area  
 
Figure 7.2.40 Sha’ar Hagolan, distribution of: a) artefact type by each excavation areas; b) artefact type by 
context type in each excavation area Hagolan  
a) b) 
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Figure 7.2.41 Sha’ar Hagolan, distribution of artefact type by context type in each excavation area, excluding 
SH All surface / unspecified 
Standardisation across levels E, G, H, and N, is noted when looking at the distribution of Main Motifs 
(Figure 7.2.43 and Figure 7.2.44). This similarity is evident when looking at the statistical analysis as 
well (Figure 7.2.42).  
 
Figure 7.2.42 Sha’ar Hagolan, statistical analysis of the Distribution of Main Motifs in each excavation area  
 
SH
 A
ll
SH
-A
re
a 
A
-D
SH
-A
re
a 
E
SH
-A
re
a 
G
SH
-A
re
a 
H
SH
-A
re
a 
N
SH Al l 200 23 129 149 178 116
SH-Area A-D 23 200 15 10 10 30
SH-Area E 129 15 200 147 133 160
SH-Area G 149 10 147 200 157 149
SH-Area H 178 10 133 157 200 115
SH-Area N 116 30 160 149 115 200
290 
 
 
Figure 7.2.43 Sha’ar Hagolan, distribution of Main Motifs by context type in each excavation area 
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Figure 7.2.44 Sha’ar Hagolan, dispersal of Main Motifs by context type in each excavation area  
The slightly larger range of motifs associated with area E likely corresponds to the larger excavation 
area. But it is interesting to note that the only clearly male figurines are found this area. It is also 
telling that, with the exception of only a few examples in area E, all geometric motifs are found in 
the areas A-D, where there is a larger repertoire of artefact types. Here it is also clear that figurines 
are still standardised and this geometric range is directly linked to decorated grooved and portable 
items. Further breakdown of Main Motifs by context type in each area only further highlights these 
patterns (Figure 7.2.45 and Figure 7.2.46) 
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Figure 7.2.45 Sha’ar Hagolan, distribution of Main Motifs by context type in each excavation area  
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Figure 7.2.46 Sha’ar Hagolan, distribution of Main Motifs by context type in each excavation area, excluding 
SH All 
Raw material distribution doesn’t immediately affect the overall patterning already discussed, but 
it’s worth noting that unspecified / surface finds are predominantly stone figurines (Table 7.2.4 
Sha’ar Hagolan, representative examples of figurines from each excavation area, illustrating the 
physical differences between figurines of differing raw material, which in principal constitute the 
similar Main Motif classifications). This is likely due to the preservation of the eroding top layers. 
Areas A-D have absolutely no clay figurines though the overall patterning is similar. This may be a 
result of differing methods between the two excavations. By contrast, the figurines of areas E, G, H, 
and N are predominantly clay, though there are distinct examples in stone, all found in fills or 
midden with the exception of three examples found in a private installation in area G. Looking at 
overall trends, there appears to be no disparity between these artefacts regardless of raw material - 
so it is worth looking more specifically at them to note any visual distinctions. Indeed, when 
examined visually, though all figurines could be said to be schematic humans, stone figurines are 
clearly vague pebbles whilst the clay counterparts have been described by the excavator as cowrie 
eyed figurines. This is true for all areas without exception. It is also clear, therefore, that the stone 
pebble figurines are associated uniquely with middens and fill, whilst their clay cowrie eyed 
counterparts are found throughout including domestic structures (though examples of this are small 
in number).  
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Table 7.2.3 Sha’ar Hagolan, data of raw material by artefact type and context type in each excavation area  
 
Table 7.2.4 Sha’ar Hagolan, representative examples of figurines from each excavation area, illustrating the 
physical differences between figurines of differing raw material, which in principal constitute the similar 
Main Motif classifications 
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SUMMARY 
Sha’ar Hagolan presents us with a very intriguing artefactual distinction between the two 
excavations, but little in the way of relating these various trenches and explaining the phenomenon. 
Areas A-D have a varied repertoire whilst areas E, G, and H do not. But considering the overall 
patterns seen already, and that E, G, and H have clearly designed domestic structures not reported 
from areas A-D, it would perhaps be worth postulating that all areas reflect the true nature of the 
Sha’ar Hagolan repertoire: areas A-D representative of middens and areas E, G, and H representative 
of domestic space. This then mirrors the other case studies, Boncuklu in particular, where figurines 
are dominant in domestic contexts and the other artefacts almost always exclusively to the open 
midden areas. A further interesting facet to note is the disparity between clay and stone figurines. 
Clay is found in all contexts whilst stone is uniquely associated with the midden discard. It parallels 
the use life of the other stone artefacts, but it is intriguing why this distinction is made. It would be 
interesting to research how these “cowry-eyed” figurines were used in comparison to the schematic 
stone ones. 
The site of Sha’ar Hagolan demonstrates a co-operating community undertaking large communal 
architectural projects. The standardisation of symbolically elaborated material, in the form of pebble 
and ‘cowrie-eyed’ figurines points to a rigid system of ritual through which these independent 
residents engaged with their neighbours. There seems to be less variability, less individuality, 
suggesting that the identity of the residents of Sha’ar Hagolan rested in the social concept of the 
community as a whole. This group identity may well have been the social lubricant which enabled 
the cooperation needed to create and maintain not only the village but also the territories in which 
they pastured and farmed.  
TELL SABI ABYAD I OP I – PN 
50,000m2 – P.Dom; A.DomMix 
The site of Tell Sabi Abyad I Operation I present us with an interesting social setting, with evidence 
for the development of systems of control, transcending the keeping of records by memory, which 
may well have been associated with a growing sense of family identity and private property 
(Akkermans & Duistermaat 2004:5). The excavators have suggested that the site represents 
permanent residents living in tandem with mobile or transhumant component of pastoral nomads, 
but the evidence for this is not particularly convincing.  
Looking at the overall distribution (Figure 7.2.47 and Figure 7.2.48), it is interesting to see the 
presence of decorated grooved stones exclusively in a domestic setting at Tell Sabi Abyad I 
Operation I. Considering the fragmentation of decorated portable items however, they could well be 
associated. Figurines are found in all contexts, with particular dominance in domestic structures. The 
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same is true for vessels. Looking at the distribution more closely we can see that there are similar 
motifs in public and private contexts. Though the low numbers mean that specific trends cannot be 
assumed, it is interesting to note that the vessel in the open area is simply decorated, whilst the one 
in domestic structures has an animalist motif alongside lines. Decorated portable items are simply 
decorated regardless of context and human detail is unique to figurines in private contexts. Looking 
at the Detailed Motifs adds little to the overall interpretation. 
 
Figure 7.2.47 Tell Sabi Abyad I Operation I, distribution of Main Motifs by artefact type associated with 
private contexts 
 
Figure 7.2.48 Tell Sabi Abyad I Operation I, distribution of Main Motifs by artefact type associated with public 
contexts 
Looking at the distribution of artefact types by context types through the differing levels, we see 
that level 6 provides us with the greatest data (Figure 7.2.49 and Figure 7.2.51). What is interesting 
is that level 3 is characterised by a single figurines whilst 5 and 8 by decorated portable items. Level 
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6 represents the character of the assemblage already discussed above. This is further exemplified by 
the breakdown of Main Motifs, by artefact type, by context type, across the levels (Figure 7.2.50 and 
Figure 7.2.52). All the decorated portable items are similar, regardless of context or level. Figurines 
too, are relatively similar across the contexts of level 6, the most complex found in domestic 
structures and then in storage areas. Figurines are far simpler in overall design when found in open 
areas and fills. Complete figurines are also exclusive to the domestic structures of level 6. This is due 
to a series of architectural structures, representing the so-called “Burnt Village”, destroyed and 
therefore preserved by a violent fire. This explains the disparity in data between level 6 and the 
other levels, which have far fewer artefacts.  
  
Figure 7.2.49 Tell Sabi Abyad I Operation I, distribution of artefact type by context type in levels 3, 5, 6, and 8  
298 
 
 
Figure 7.2.50 Tell Sabi Abyad I Operation I, distribution of Main Motif by artefact type and by context type in 
levels 3, 5, 6, and 8 
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Figure 7.2.51 Tell Sabi Abyad I Operation I, dispersal of artefact type by context type in levels 3, 5, 6, and 8  
 
Figure 7.2.52 Tell Sabi Abyad I Operation I, dispersal of Main Motifs by context type in levels 3, 5, 6, and 8  
Looking closer at the raw material distribution we see that there is little effect of raw material on the 
overall patterns already described. Decorated portable items are found in stone and bone, stone 
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only in level 5 (Table 7.2.5). This does not seem to affect motif or contextual distribution. All 
figurines are clay with the exception of one limestone example in a domestic structure of level 6.  
 
Table 7.2.5 Table Tell Sabi Abyad I Operation I, data for raw material by artefact type and by context type in 
levels 3, 5, 6, and 8 
 
Figure 7.2.53 Tell Sabi Abyad I Operation I, Item number 2627 limestone schematic human figurine (Collet 
1996:413) 
SUMMARY 
Akkermans postulates that the seals and sealings facilitated that relationship between the 
pastoralists and the sedentary communities (Akkermans et al. 1996:30). Whilst the distinctive 
contextual distribution of these items may indeed point to such complex economic systems, the 
other elaborated artefacts seem to be regulated under a different system. The “Burnt Village” of Tell 
Sabi Abyad I Operation I affords us a unique example of a domestic setting caught in a single 
snapshot of time. Here, unlike other houses in my main case studies, there has been no opportunity 
to clean and close off the structures. Instead, we have a picture of a house in use. As has been the 
pattern, figurines (though found throughout) dominate these household assemblages. But, what is 
interesting is the presence of decorated grooved stones and portable items in those same private 
contexts. It points to a use life begun within a domestic setting but which ends with fragmentation 
and discard into the middens. This use-life pattern is one where figurines can remain within the 
structure, even after the life of the structure, but other artefacts cannot. But if the supposition 
presented by Akkermans is true, that the site of Tell Sabi Abyad I Operation I represents permanent 
residents living in tandem with pastoral nomads, and then these artefacts are specifically associated 
with the sedentary population. As such, it seems plausible to suggest that the development of 
systems external memory is associated with a growing sense identity. This suggests that the system 
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of elaborated material, as distinct from the seals and sealings, relate to the sedentary and territorial 
nature of that static population, and has no obvious link to the subsistence strategies employed. 
7.2.2 SUBSIDIARY CASE STUDY SITES 
HAYONIM CAVE – EPIPALAEOLITHIC 
50m2 – P.HG; A.HG 
Hayonim Cave represents a partly sedentary hunter-gatherer community with distinct mortuary and 
symbolic practices. Fragmentary decorated portable items and decorated handheld tools dominate 
Hayonim cave, both predominately found in unspecified contexts though there are a handful of 
examples which come from two structures and two burials (Figure 7.2.54 and Figure 7.2.57). 
Patterns, such as the restriction of decorated grooved stones to locus 4, are in large part due to 
limited numbers found in specified contexts. Decorated installations are also limited to loci 4 and 8, 
though only one example each. Artefacts found in the burials are not unique to that context, and 
indeed, considering their dominance in the unspecific contexts could be a result of in-filling rather 
than intentional deposition with the body. Even the distribution of motifs does not reveal any 
specific contextual pattern (Figure 7.2.55, Figure 7.2.56, and Figure 7.2.58). The numbers are simply 
too low to say, with certainty, that, for example, dots are unique to unspecified contexts, diamonds 
only to locus 4, rectangles to grave XVII. Indeed, the contexts share motifs, which makes this 
distinction valueless. 
  
Figure 7.2.54 Hayonim Cave, distribution of artefact type by context  
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Figure 7.2.55 Hayonim cave, distribution of naturalistic Main Motifs by artefact type by context  
 
Figure 7.2.56 Hayonim Cave, distribution of geometric Main Motifs by artefact type by context  
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Figure 7.2.57 Hayonim Cave, dispersal of artefact type by context  
 
Figure 7.2.58 Hayonim Cave, dispersal geometric Main Motifs by artefact type by context   
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SUMMARY 
Hayonim, though represented by a small assemblage, shows the limited range of symbols across the 
various contexts. That said, wider ranges of motifs are found in the unspecified contexts, which 
mirrors the later evidence of rich middens contrasted with the clean houses of Neolithic sites. It has 
been suggested that the noticeable differences in jewellery between Hayonim and other the sites in 
the region may indicate the existence of distinct group identities (Bar-Yosef 1998a:166), and the art 
objects recovered from Epipalaeolithic sites have become a focal point in attempts to reconstruct 
aspects of the Natufian spiritual domain (Bar-Yosef & Belfer-Cohen 1999:402). Indeed, the 
appearance of artistic expression in the Natufian may be related to a demand for a greater social 
cohesion stemming from the major change in the lifestyle of the Natufians as compared with the 
preceding cultures. These new coping activities were partially reflected in the material culture 
(Belfer-Cohen 1991:585). Therefore, this symbolically elaborated material is related to systems of 
sedentism, territoriality, and social negotiation and is not directly linked to subsistence strategies. 
GILGAL – PPNA 
5,000m2 – P.HGMix; A.HGMix 
The site of Gilgal demonstrates a community of PPNA cultivators, exploiting a wide range of wild 
plant and animal species, with distinctive employment of symbolic behaviour (Bar-Yosef et al. 
2010b:298). The assemblage is relatively simple consisting solely of plain grooved stones, figurines, 
and decorated portable items (Figure 7.2.59). It is interesting to note that the plain grooved stones 
are restricted to unspecified contexts, whilst figurines are almost exclusively found in domestic 
settings. Decorated portable items are represented by two examples only and in both contexts. The 
figurines are simple though few human representations have additional geometric detail (Figure 
7.2.60). The decorated portable items are also simply decorated. Though there are figurines found in 
locus 10 (one of the best-preserved structures to be documented within the excavated area of the 
site, which predates locus 7 and had been protected by the upper house floors (Bar-Yosef et al. 
2010a:20), these more intricate decorated artefacts are found in the far more elaborate locus 11 
(Figure 7.2.59, Figure 7.2.61, Figure 7.2.62 and Figure 7.2.63). Locus 11 is a well-preserved building 
and was the only sub-rectangular structure to be documented at Gilgal, and in addition to its 
unusual shape, the contents this structure further set it apart from the others investigated on site. 
Such that it is likely to have functioned in a purely domestic residential context (Bar-Yosef et al. 
2010a:20). Indeed, we have a repertoire of geometric motifs unique to locus 11, along with a ‘bird’ 
figurine. Though the contextual data at this site is limited, and the artefacts dominated by 
undecorated plain grooved stones, there does seem to be a hint of a domestic/non-domestic 
dichotomy. This, however, is marred by the real possibility that figurines in the unspecified areas, 
simply did not survive.  
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Figure 7.2.59 Gilgal I, distribution of: a) artefacts number by context; b) Main Motif by context  
 
 
Figure 7.2.60 Gilgal, distribution of geometric Main Motifs by artefact type and context 
a) b) 
a) b) 
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Figure 7.2.61 Gilgal, dispersal of number of artefacts by context  
 
Figure 7.2.62 Gilgal, dispersal of number of geometric Main Motifs by context  
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Figure 7.2.63 Gilgal, dispersal of number of naturalistic Main Motifs by context  
SUMMARY 
The site of Gilgal demonstrates a community of cultivators, and interestingly follows the same 
patterns already identified in the other case studies: figurines are found in domestic settings whilst 
other artefacts are found almost exclusively in the middens. There is a clear dichotomy here 
between domestic and non-domestic space. But what is of particular interest is that the most 
symbolically elaborate material, by far, resides within the only clearly identified residential domestic 
structures. The presence, therefore, of figurines in smaller structures, is interesting. Gilgal provides a 
range of significant insights concerning the nature of changing adaptations by different groups of 
humans at the beginning of the Holocene, and the nature of the symbol material may well relate to 
the sedentary nature (if only part time) of this community with little relationship to their subsistence 
strategy.  
TELL ‘ABR - PPNB 
7,000m2 – P.HG; A.HG 
Tell ‘Abr represents a clearly sedentary community, with complex social interactions as indicated by 
a vast symbolic repertoire, likely supported by a hunter-gatherer (perhaps cultivator?) subsistence 
strategy (Yartah 2012:13). It has a varied and large assemblage of decorated artefacts, all from 
within structures (Figure 7.2.64, Figure 7.2.65, and Figure 7.2.66). Installations are clearly derived 
from the primary contexts, but it cannot be said with complete certainty whether or not the other 
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artefacts are a result of in-filling or not. None the less we will compare the distribution of artefacts 
and motifs between each structure.  
Overall, we can see that there a large number of motifs represented at the site, and that all items, 
for the most part, have both geometric and naturalistic motifs associated with them. The only 
exception appears to be fragmented vessels, which have only geometric motifs. However, their 
complete counterparts show depictions of herbivores and humans alongside geometric motifs. 
Looking at the distribution of artefact types numbers across the differing structures we do notice an 
interesting pattern. Though no item is unique to a structure, the combinations of artefacts are. 
Indeed, we notice this clearly when looking at a statistic analysis of this distribution.  
 
Figure 7.2.64 Tell ‘Abr, distribution of Main Motif by artefact type 
 
Figure 7.2.65 Tell Abr’: a) Distribution of artefact type by context; b) Statistical analysis of the distribution of 
artefact types by context 
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Figure 7.2.66 Tell ‘Abr, dispersal of artefact type by context  
Similar structure-dependant patterns are not as clear when looking at the distribution of motifs 
regardless of artefact type (Figure 7.2.67, Figure 7.2.68, and Figure 7.2.69). Indeed, what we see are 
distinct similarities between B2 and M1a, M1b, M10a, M10b, and M11 (Figure 7.2.70, Figure 7.2.71, 
Figure 7.2.72, and Figure 7.2.73). Structure B2 is the most elaborate, and this falls in line with the 
excavators interpretation of this being a communal building, similar to those found at Jerf el Ahmar 
and Mureybet (Yartah 2004:144). Indeed, M1a, M1b, M10a, and M10b, are highly elaborate and are 
all also interpreted as showing monumental character by their dimension (Yartah 2013a:137). Yartah 
is confident that the community character of these constructions and the nature of decorative 
strongly suggest the practice of rituals related to the life of the community at Tell ' Abr (Yartah 
2013a:138).  
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Figure 7.2.67 Tell ‘Abr, distribution of naturalistic Main Motif by context 
 
Figure 7.2.68 Tell ‘Abr, distribution of geometric Main Motif by context 
 
Figure 7.2.69 Tell ‘Abr, statistical analysis of the Distribution of Main Motif by context 
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Figure 7.2.70 Tell ‘Abr, distribution of naturalistic Main Motif by artefact type and by context 
 
Figure 7.2.71 Tell ‘Abr, dispersal of naturalistic motif by artefact type and by context  
312 
 
 
Figure 7.2.72 Tell ‘Abr, distribution of geometric Main Motif by artefact type and by context  
 
Figure 7.2.73 Tell ‘Abr, dispersal of Main Motif by artefact type and by context  
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SUMMARY 
Tell ‘Abr expresses new forms of settlement, as well as new technical and symbolic, though. We see 
this in the interesting dichotomy of structures identified as communal versus those of more 
domestic nature. Indeed, those interpreted as ‘showing monumental character’; do in fact have a 
wider range of artefacts associated with them, especially the distinct and larger structure of B2. 
However, the range of motifs do not form a specific structure-specific pattern and instead are clearly 
equally employed throughout. Whilst B2 remains one of the most elaborate buildings, the rest do 
not follow the dichotomy presumed based on the excavators’ interpretation of ‘monumental 
character’, as the symbolic repertoire is static across all contexts. The wide range of symbolic 
material coincides with increased sedentism and territoriality. However, the subsistence strategies 
here do not differ from similar Epipalaeolithic sites in the region. As such, the symbolic material is 
interlinked with social negotiation rather than a consequence of subsistence changes. The size of the 
‘communal’ structures also would not have adequately served the entire community. As such, much 
like the domestic but elaborate contexts of Çatalhöyük, do these elaborate structures instead 
represent specific, individually decorated households which, much like Boncuklu, reflect an 
attempted at distinguishing self-identify within a new aggregated community. Their unchanged 
subsistence strategy would not factor into this increase elaboration, and instead we rely on 
explanations as a result of sedentism and territoriality.  
GÖBEKLI TEPE – PPNA AND PPNB 
71,000m2 – P.HGMix; A.HGMix 
Göbekli Tepe is a unique and remarkable site with unparalleled megalithic symbolic behaviour. We 
now know that this site typical of a larger framework in the region. The implication is that the 
population which constructed these megalithic structures were groups of hunter-gatherers (if this 
interpretation is correct) originating from different parts of Anatolia and northern Syria assembled 
here, possibly to share their knowledge and experience (Peters et al. 2014:3067). A great deal of 
analysis has already been conducted on the distribution of artefacts and motifs. But based on the 
data I have collected, I can add to the discussion. In terms of a contextual analysis, this is difficult at 
Göbekli due to the type of site. Monumental structures are filled in as part of an intentional burial. 
The fill, therefore, cannot be dated and is potentially mixed. As such, only large items, clearly part of 
the structures, can be contextually corroborated.  
The distribution of artefacts at Göbekli Tepe points to an unsurprising dichotomy between 
communal structures and the fill (which represents potentially domestic residue and midden). 
Enclosures have only architectural elements, reliefs, and sculptures. Only the architectural elements 
are unique to these contexts, however. This distinction between the Enclosures and the other 
unspecified contexts is more clearly seen in the statistical analysis (using the Brainerd-Robinson 
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Coefficient). That said, Enclosures are unique unto themselves. Enclosures A and C have sculptures, 
where the others do not. In the same way, Enclosures C, D, and the Lion Pillar Building (LPB) have 
relief, where others do not (Figure 7.2.74 and Figure 7.2.75).  
Looking at the distribution of motifs, we see a further distinction across the different Enclosures 
(Figure 7.2.80, Figure 7.2.81, and Figure 7.2.82). Whilst many motifs are prevalent throughout the 
sites, snakes, for example, the combinations and distributions of these motifs results in unique 
assemblages for each Enclosure. Enclosure A (Figure 7.2.76), which has both architectural elements 
and sculpture, is dominated by a range of geometric motifs, alongside cattle, fox, sheep, and birds. 
The sculptures in this enclosure are distinctive, made up of fox, felid, and of particular interest, 
human motifs. Foxes - alongside bears, lizards, and snakes, dominate Enclosure B (Figure 7.2.76), 
which is made up of architectural elements only. It has no geometric motifs at all. Enclosure C 
(Figure 7.2.77), which has all the elements of architecture, relief, and sculpture, has a surprisingly 
low number of motifs associated with it. Boars dominate, on all artefact types therein, alongside 
cattle, felid, duck, and a few examples of geometric motifs. Enclosure D (Figure 7.2.77), containing 
architectural elements and relief, is dominated by snakes, alongside boar, cattle, fox, sheep, 
arthropods, many birds, and a good selection of geometric motifs. By contrast, the reliefs are 
uniquely carnivores in the form of felids and vultures.  
Finally, there are enclosures H, F, and LPB. LPB (Figure 7.2.78), which is of a later date than the other 
Enclosures, is represented solely by felids on architectural elements. Though there are a few 
geometric motifs on reliefs, the only other noteworthy element in this is Enclosure is the engraving 
of a roughly sketched female form, likely to be even later graffiti rather than contemporary with the 
pillars themselves. In Enclosure H (Figure 7.2.78), recently excavated, snakes dominate alongside 
felids, cranes, ducks, and some geometric motifs. This is not dissimilar to the others. Enclosure F, 
too, has a similar range of boar, canid, felid, and fox. However, here, we have a dominance of 
representations of human hands, which is unique in this enclosure. The unspecified fill material is 
similarly varied (Figure 7.2.79). Though there is a little naturalistic motif, these elements are 
associated with figurines and sculptures and mimic the sculptures found within the Enclosures. The 
geometric range associated with decorated portable items, vessels, figurines and decorated grooved 
stone, represent the same types of motifs found within the Enclosures. There is no obvious disparity. 
The style of representation, looking at the fox for example on the decorated grooved stone found in 
L.III.unspec, is also standard in both the Enclosures and in these unspecified fills. The question of the 
provenance of these fills is still unanswered, but it would not be a stretch to suggest that the 
community responsible for the Enclosures was the same as those responsible for the material in the 
fill. 
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Figure 7.2.74 Göbekli Tepe: a) Distribution of artefact type numbers by excavation areas; b) Statistical 
analysis of the Distribution of artefact type numbers by excavation areas 
 
Figure 7.2.75 Göbekli Tepe, dispersal of artefact types by excavation areas  
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Figure 7.2.76 Göbekli Tepe, distribution of Main Motif by artefact types in: a) Enclosure A; b) Enclosure B 
a) b) 
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Figure 7.2.77 Göbekli Tepe, distribution of Main Motif by artefact types in: a) Enclosure C; b) Enclosure D 
a) b) 
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Figure 7.2.78 Göbekli Tepe, distribution of Main Motif by artefact types in: a) Enclosure H and F; b) LPB 
a) b) 
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Figure 7.2.79 Göbekli Tepe, distribution of Main Motif by artefact types in: a) L-III Unknown; b) surface / 
unknown contexts  
a) b) 
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Figure 7.2.80 Göbekli Tepe, dispersal of geometric Main Motifs by excavation areas  
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Figure 7.2.81 Göbekli Tepe, dispersal of animal-orientated naturalistic Detailed Motifs by excavation areas  
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Figure 7.2.82 Göbekli Tepe, dispersal of human-orientated naturalistic Detailed Motifs by excavation areas at 
Göbekli Tepe  
SUMMARY 
Göbekli Tepe is quite unique, though nearby sites share some similarities, pointing to a distinctive 
regional trend (Nevali Çori, Karahan Tepe etc.), the extensive excavation of Göbekli Tepe reveals a 
complex symbolic system. Symbolism within the Enclosures, communal structures contrasts with 
that found within middens and fills. While is range of artefacts in unsurprisingly different across 
these different areas, the motifs and styles are not. This repetitive nature points to a contextualised 
system, where symbols change their meaning in relation to how they are grouped, and perhaps on 
what media they are depicted. It is interesting that despite the scale of these monumental 
structures, the style and symbols are still abundant on various artefact types within the unspecified 
fill.  
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One prevailing interpretation suggests that the architecture and art of Göbekli Tepe are indicative of 
a complex social system and the symbolism displayed could evidence a mindset that was conducive 
to achieving cultural control over animals (Peters et al. 2014:3066). Indeed, it has been argued that 
the Neolithic revolution could not have taken place without this cognitive development (Cauvin & 
Watkins 1994). It is difficult to substantiate that claim though the range of wild male animals 
portrayed is worth thinking about. What the material at Göbekli does suggest, if it does represent a 
gathering group of far-flung hunter-gatherer communities, is that the symbolically elaborated 
material relates to the interaction of these groups. Whether that is in an attempt to distinguish 
identity, negotiate relationships and territories, or simply share knowledge, the symbolically 
elaborated material is likely interlinked with those social aggregations, then linked to subsistence 
practices and changes.  
There are many archaeological and ethnographic examples of such complex hunter-gatherer 
populations coming together to form these isolated communal structures. For example, there are 
two prehistoric societies which occupied different ecological zones within the arid lands of north-
eastern Mexico and south-western Texas. The first, the indigenous people of Nuevo León and 
Coahuila, who defined sacred space by incising thousands of abstract petroglyphs into boulder 
surrounding highly distinctive topographic features. These landmarks also served to identify 
abundant resource zones capable of supporting aggregated populations. The second, the Archaic 
inhabitants of the Rio Grande, along the frontera between Coahuila and Texas, who created a 
monumental art style to commemorate their religious and social beliefs during a period of emerging 
complexity, perhaps encouraged by early sedentary behaviour. In both cases, shrines or sacred 
places were established as one of the social mechanisms attendant on cyclical nucleation (Turpin 
2004:71) but the societies which created them were distinctly nomadic and hunter-gatherer.  
Another example comes from the Archaic period (8000–1000 BC) in the US Southeast featured 
multiple cultures whose practices and institutions facilitated intercultural contacts and reproduced 
collective and relational identities. Mound construction was one of the most pervasive practices of 
the Archaic that brought communities together. Mounds are found throughout the US Southeast, 
clearly predating the introductions of agriculture and ceramic technology by millennia. Hunter-
gatherer groups constructed these mounds largely in the absence of food production, permanent 
settlement, and institutional leadership (Arnold et al. 2015:27). These examples inform the site of 
Göbekli, a similar product of nomadic hunter-gatherers in cyclical nucleation. This will be discussed 
further in the next chapter, in relation to the overall findings of this thesis. 
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TELL SABI ABYAD II –  PPNB 
10,000m2 – P.DomMix; A.DomMix 
The site of Tell Sabi Abyad II demonstrates a community of pastoral farmers, exploiting domestic 
plants and animals. It is considered by its excavators as a “small, ‘normal’, site” (Verhoeven 
2004b:197). While rituals were probably carried out, this site mainly presents a picture of the 
domestic way of life of a small PPNB community. Though we have a set of clear contexts for analysis 
at Tell Sabi Abyad II, low numbers make it difficult to interpret. Figurines dominate in all contexts 
(Figure 7.2.83) and looking at the distribution of Main Motifs across the contexts, we see that while 
there are interesting facets, low numbers make them an unreliable ‘pattern’ (Figure 7.2.84). None 
the less, it is interesting to note that: vessels are simply decorated and that these lines are unique to 
them; the broadest range of figurines is found in open areas; that the only complete figurines come 
from this open area is clearly female; and finally that the only example of a recognisable herbivore 
figurines found in a pit. Looking at the Detailed Motifs doesn’t add to these observations.  
Looking now more closely at the distribution across the different levels of the site, we see a distinct 
change though low numbers make any real analysis, statistical or otherwise, difficult (Figure 7.2.85, 
Figure 7.2.86, and Figure 7.2.87). A further breakdown reveals that figurines are common 
throughout, and that their association to open areas is clear on most levels. Looking at this 
distribution in relation to Detailed Motifs does not add to the interpretation. An examination of raw 
material (Table 7.2.6), however, does point to in an interesting trend. Clay figurines are unique to 
level 2, with the exception of the schematic female figurines of level 4. This corresponds to the high 
numbers of unidentified schematic motifs and animal figures, which are not present in the other 
levels. By contrast, the limestone figures are similar and clearly human and, with the exception of 
the unspecific context of level 6, all found in open areas.  
 
Figure 7.2.83 Tell Sabi Abyad II, distribution of artefact type by context type  
325 
 
 
Figure 7.2.84 Tell Sabi Abyad II, distribution of Main Motif by artefact type and by context types: a) Specified 
contexts; b) Unspecified contexts 
 
Figure 7.2.85 Tell Sabi Abyad II, distribution by context type in levels 1-6 of: a) artefact type; b) Main Motif 
 
Figure 7.2.86 Tell Sabi Abyad II, dispersal by context type in levels 1-6 by artefact type  
a) 
b) 
a) b) 
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Figure 7.2.87 Tell Sabi Abyad II, dispersal by context type in levels 1-6 by Main Motif  
 
Table 7.2.6 Tell Sabi Abyad II, data for raw material by artefact type and by context type in levels 1-6  
SUMMARY 
Tell Sabi Abyad II, unlike its neighbour Tell Sabi Abyad I operation I, does not have a clear association 
between domestic structures and figurines. Instead, we see them as a dominant artefact in what has 
been termed open areas. But considering the distinction made between these open areas and 
middens, it’s likely that they formed part of courtyards, associated with domestic structures and 
domestic activity. Whilst many large PPNB sites in the Levant and Anatolia have provided 
spectacular evidence of ritual practices, it should be kept in mind that there are also small sites from 
which spectacular evidence of ritual is absent, and Tell Sabi Abyad II is such a site. It is difficult to 
determine the relationship between the symbolic material and the systems at the site due to the 
limited data. However, it can be assumed that the increased sedentism and territoriality, as a result 
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of population increase, agriculture, and pastoralism, resulted in a need for social negotiation as 
manifested in increased symbolism.  
HACILAR –PN 
18,000m2 – P.HGMix; A.HGMix 
The site of Hacılar is typified by a community of cultivators who also exploited a range of wild 
animals. The preservation of archaeological evidence from Hacılar is remarkable, owing to the fire 
which destroyed it. It is clear that Hacılar has a wide range of artefacts, most of which are exclusively 
found in unspecified contexts (Figure 7.2.88 and Figure 7.2.94). Whilst there are a few exceptions, a 
few examples of decorated grooved stones and installations, the only clear dichotomy which 
presents itself is the huge number of figurines, mostly fragmented, which are overwhelmingly 
dominant in the domestic structures.  
 
Figure 7.2.88 Hacılar, distribution of artefact type by context 
Hacılar’s figurines are often highly decorated, with various details and geometric motifs (Figure 
7.2.89 and Figure 7.2.90). Realistic figurines are more common than schematic types, and more 
importantly, a huge proportion of figurines are human a supposed to zoomorphic (and where clear, 
only female). What is remarkable about the distribution of motifs across all art materials from 
Hacilar, is the presence of animal and bird motifs on decorated handheld tools. Birds, for example, 
are unique to this artefact type. Installations at Hacılar are also simple and like their figurine 
counterparts, representative of humans. There is a greater range of motifs found one the 
installations within domestic structures (Figure 7.2.95 and Figure 7.2.96).  
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Figure 7.2.89 Hacılar, distribution of Main Motif by artefact type 
 
Figure 7.2.90 Hacılar, population of Main Motif by artefact type 
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Figure 7.2.91 Hacılar, distribution of Main Motif by context type 
Looking at the contextual distribution of Main Motifs (Figure 7.2.91), at domestic structures, in 
particular, Q.vi.5 has the largest repertoire, followed by Q.vi.3. These two structures are significantly 
more elaborate than others at the site. That said, these two structures contain only figurines, also 
true for structure Q.vi.2. By contrast, P.vi.1, P.vi.2, Q.vi.4, and Q.vi.6 have decorated installations 
which are exclusive to these structures. All other artefacts are found in unspecified contexts. This 
limited repertoire is reflected in the range of Main Motifs, which is standardised and simple across 
the structures examined (Figure 7.2.93 and Figure 7.2.92).  
 
Figure 7.2.92 Hacılar, distribution of geometric Main Motifs by artefact type by context 
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Figure 7.2.93 Hacılar, distribution of naturalistic Main Motifs by artefact type by context 
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Figure 7.2.94 Hacılar, dispersal of artefact type by context  
 
Figure 7.2.95 Hacılar, dispersal of naturalistic Main Motifs by artefact type by context  
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Figure 7.2.96 Hacılar, dispersal of geometric Main Motifs by artefact type by context  
SUMMARY 
The site of Hacılar is typified as a community of cultivators who also exploited a range of wild 
animals. Evidence from this site is remarkable, owing to the fire which destroyed it. Hacılar follows 
along the path set by the case studies so far a distinct domestic / non-domestic dichotomy with 
figurines associated with domestic structures and all other artefacts almost exclusively found in 
midden material. At Hacılar, these figurines result in a greater range of motifs found in domestic 
structures, in contrast to the other sites where figurines are more often than not simple and 
schematic. Interestingly, there appears to be a standardisation of symbolically elaborated material, 
in the form figurines, which points to a rigid system of ritual through which these independent 
residents engaged with their neighbours. That said there is still some variability, some individuality, 
as seen in the range of motifs and their dispersal across the site. The disparity between domestic 
context and middens also points to a ritualised use-life for the artefacts in question, where figurines 
were embedded into one system, whilst the others were part of another.  
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7.3 CONCLUSIONS 
The analysis conducted in Chapters 6 and 7 highlights the surprising lack of correlation between 
many of the concurrent variables. In addition, to the conclusions listed in 6.14 of Chapter 6, stylistic 
examination of the Detailed Motifs reveals highly distinct regional clusters, with the case study sites 
further corroborate these patterns. The differing regional and chronological patterns that we 
witnessed here are a result of a phenomenally complex adoption and change, and interplay of 
several distinct elements of social and economic behaviour which are neither predictable nor 
uniformly distributed. Agriculture was not a prerequisite to this complexity. Rather, it is one of the 
several strategies that became advantageous under certain conditions. Whilst some sites experience 
similar subsistence changes, they have adapted in unique ways and thus possess very different 
symbolically elaborated material. Each of my case studies illustrates various manifestations of 
symbolically elaborated material but few have comparable correlating variables such as changes in 
site size, sedentary behaviours, or subsistence practices. In Chapter 8, the patterns identified in 
relation to artefact types, motifs, site size, subsistence, environment and the taxa consumed, 
alongside the analysis in Chapter 7, will be used to test the prevailing theories and present my own 
interpretations of the data.   
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CHAPTER 8 -  DISCUSSION  
This chapter presents the discussion of the results of analysis and the main findings of the dataset 
and considers the meaning and implication of these patterns in wider regional archaeological 
debates. The analysis has shown that there is little correlation between developments in the 
Neolithic including increasing site size, changes in subsistence strategies, and the taxa consumed. 
There is some suggestion of correlation in the evidence from Central Anatolia and Southern Levant, 
but overall shifts appear to be chronological and independent of these variables. The most 
significant trend, seen throughout examination of each variable and further exemplified by a stylistic 
examination of the Detailed Motifs, is the highly regional patterns which suggest the existence of 
distinctive regional identities.  
The first part of this chapter will assess the prevailing theories put forward to explain the social and 
symbolic change, as introduced in Chapter 2. The purpose of the section is to reflect upon each 
theory and consider what patterns would be expected if the proposed theories were valid. These 
expectations are then tested against the patterns identified in the analysis, and in so doing, these 
theories can be validated or refuted based on the data. The second part of this chapter then 
discusses the patterns identified in the data in an attempt to provide new hypotheses to explain the 
changes seen. 
8.1 CURRENT THEORIES 
8.1.1 RESOURCE RESTRICTION (ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE AND/OR 
POPULATION PRESSURE) 
Childe and Braidwood both presented theories whereby environmental factors instigated and 
enabled sedentism and changes in subsistence practices, which in turn resulted in new forms of 
social interaction (Braidwood 1960; Childe 1936). Current research suggests that there is no clear 
causal link between climate and culture change (Maher, Banning & Chazan 2011:1) and the climatic 
evidence refutes this theory. This evidence is discussed in section 2.3 of Chapter 2. In a similar vein, 
Flannery proposed a ‘broad spectrum subsistence model’ of sedentary communities consuming and 
depleting local resources leading to cultivation and domestication (Flannery 1968). Flannery’s model 
does not assume climatic, and, therefore, environmental, change, but instead considers human 
impact back onto the environment. Similarly, Binford suggested that larger populations led to 
agriculture through the depletion of local resources, and not the reverse (Binford 1968:328). These 
theories concur on the order of events, namely resource restriction on sedentary hunter-gatherer 
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communities would result in subsistence changes, after which further social developments would 
emerge.  
If we consider population pressure as a catalyst for changes in subsistence practices, as suggested by 
Binford and Flannery, then we would expect to see a correlation between subsistence strategies, 
site size, and changes in the symbolically elaborated material. However, the analysis presented in 
section 6.8 of Chapter 6 shows that there are no broad correlations between these variables. 
Instead, the few patterns identified looking at the relationship between subsistence change, site 
size, and symbolically elaborated material are more closely linked to chronological change. 
Differences in the material are regionally and stylistically distinct. Potentially valuable correlations, 
such as the higher frequency of paintings found associated with mixed agricultural societies, is a 
unique Central Anatolia PN development. This unique PN association stems from existing traditions 
in the region, from the PPNB associated with hunter-gatherer-cultivator societies, and is not 
reflected in similar adaptations in mixed agricultural strategies in other regions. The changes seen 
from the Epipalaeolithic to the PPNA in this region in terms of symbolically elaborated material is 
not reflected in the subsistence strategies, as increasing numbers of elaborate artefacts are 
associated with sites with similar strategies as those seen in the Epipalaeolithic. Whilst population 
pressure and resource restriction may well explain the adoption of cultivation, herding, and 
domestication at many sites, there is no widespread correlation to changes in the symbolically 
elaborated material.  
8.1.2 SOCIAL STRESS 
The theories presented under the umbrella of “Resource Restriction” above rely on the premise that 
increasing population leads to resource pressure. This resource restriction then led to changes in 
subsistence which, in turn, led to innovation and social changes (Kuijt 2000:78). It is equally valid to 
remove the variable of subsistence and consider that large populations incited social change due to 
‘social crowding’. It is supposed then, in response to this ‘social crowding’ and increased tension that 
communities began to rely upon concepts of common identity (Bar-Yosef 2001:144). This suggests 
that changes in symbolically elaborated material occur as a consequence of sedentism and 
population size. In the data, therefore, we would see differences between large and small sites (as a 
proxy for population size), irrespective of the subsistence strategy the community employed. There 
should be clear differences between small and large sites within a period in the respective regions. 
Whilst there may be chronological change, within each period, this distinction should be evident. 
Alongside correlations to site size, we would also see symbolically elaborated material associated 
with distinctive contexts. Strategies responding to social tension could result in increased communal 
activity to promote group identity but equally, could result in deliberate domestic elaboration as 
individuals and households identify and distinguish themselves within the larger community.  
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The analysis of site size in section 6.4 in Chapter 6 suggests that there is no clear correlation 
between size and symbolically elaborated material culture. Potential distinct patterns are more likely 
linked to regional and chronological trends. Despite the limitations of the contextual analysis 
described in section 6.9 of Chapter 6 (see also Chapter 4), the evidence suggests that there is a 
disparity between communal and domestic contexts, but that the patterns seen are regionally, 
chronologically, and in many cases, site-specific. They do not point to an overarching pattern.  
The interesting patterns are the distribution of paintings, architectural, and decorated installations, 
and in some cases sculptures. Architectural installations are most frequently found in communal 
structures of PPNA South-Eastern Anatolia, associated with small hunter-gatherer-cultivator 
communities. Decorative installations are also prevalent at these smaller sites, in both communal 
structures and domestic contexts (as seen at Tell ‘Abr as discussed in section 7.2.2 in Chapter 7). This 
increased range of symbolically elaborated material does not correspond to population pressure. 
These, alongside a wider range of artefacts types, share the same motif range. Indeed, within PPNA 
South-Eastern Anatolia there is no disparity between sites of differing size when looking at the 
distribution of motif types. Further to this, the current interpretation of Göbekli (albeit contested as 
discussed in Chapter 5) is that serves a wider community of nomadic hunter-gatherer groups. Even if 
a sedentary community was responsible for the elaborate communal structures found at Göbekli, 
potential domestic structures are limited, coupled with the possibility that the monumental 
structures were not contemporaneous, suggest a small community. The population pressure we’d 
expect at the site, therefore, is not evident. The symbolically elaborated material and evidence for 
communal structures of the PPNA does not seem to correlate to population pressure and social 
stress.  
Paintings are also regionally and chronologically specific, found in greatest proportion at PN sites in 
Central Anatolia, specifically at Çatalhöyük. Here, there are no distinctive communal structures, and 
instead, we see elaborate and individual decoration of domestic structures. The wide range of 
elaboration of material culture in tandem with a large sedentary community validates the theory of 
population pressure instigating social change. Çatalhöyük also has evidence for repeated social 
practice with standard house construction, layout, burial, and evidence for feasting. These elaborate 
domestic structures point to household identity within the confines of communal practice. But 
whilst the theory presented here applies to this site, in this region, at this moment in time, it does 
not apply to the broader region.  
There is little correlation between changes in symbolically elaborated material and site size. Patterns 
noticed in contextual analysis point to very specific regional and chronological trends in this regard. 
The evidence suggests that whilst a great deal of the material analysed here is associated with 
communal structures in the PPNA, there is a clear shift to domestic structures through the PPNB and 
the PN, despite continued use of such structures. The analysis in section 6.9 also highlights the 
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presence of communal structures at both large and small sites. Highly elaborate domestic structures, 
like those seen at Çatalhöyük, are also seen elsewhere at smaller sites, albeit without the distinctive 
painted plaster walls. The data does not substantiate the theory of population pressure as the 
instigator of social change across the entire region though patterns do point to distinctive regional 
identities. Certainly it appears that communities are relying on regionally distinctive concepts of 
common identity (Bar-Yosef 2001:144), but this appears not to be the consequence of population 
pressure 
8.1.3 PSYCHOLOGICAL CHANGE 
Jacques Cauvin’s ‘symbolic revolution’, as introduced in Chapter 2, rests on a cognitive model where 
cultivation and domestication could not occur until there was an appropriate cognitive shift (Cauvin 
& Watkins 1994). He goes on to postulate that the cognitive shift which resulted in new rituals and 
ideologies centred on ‘the goddess’ and ‘the bull’ (Cauvin & Watkins 1994:25). Alongside these 
cognitive models, he also examines the diffusion of these Neolithic-specific traits from a core region 
in the Northern Levant northwards into Anatolia and Southern Levant and southwards into the 
Southern Levant (Cauvin & Watkins 1994). As such we would see a concentration of symbolically 
elaborated material in the Northern Levant in earlier periods, and clear diffusion of artefact and 
motif types through time, with a focus on bull and human female representations. Hodder and 
Meskell agree with the premise of a ‘symbolic revolution’ and the cognitive model which supports it. 
However, the authors contest Cauvin’s assertion of the dominance of the ‘goddess’ and ‘bull’, and 
instead present evidence for repeated focus on death, masculinity, and the wild (Hodder & Meskell 
2011:235). This suggests that social changes, and changes in symbolically elaborated material 
culture, occur irrespective of population size or subsistence changes. Instead, we would expect to 
see changes in symbolically elaborated material culture preceding changes in subsistence.  
 THE ‘GODDESS’ AND THE ‘THE BULL’ 
Examining the latter part of Cauvin’s assertion, namely the Neolithic-specific traits of the ‘the 
goddess’ and ‘the bull’ and its diffusion from the core Northern Levantine region outward into 
Anatolia and Southern Levant through time, the data does not substantiate this theory. Firstly, 
considering the range of motifs, we see that whilst human representations are prevalent from the 
PPNA, as compared to the limited number seen in the Epipalaeolithic, and increase in frequency 
through time into the PN, only 16.5% of these representations are clearly female, whilst 3.8% are 
clearly male (Figure 6.7.2). The largest proportion of human representations is intentionally 
ambiguous. More significantly, male and female human representations are equal until the PN. In 
the PPNA, 10% of the human representations are female, 6.6% are male. In the PPNB, 8.2% are 
female while 7.5% are male. It is only in the PN where we see a distinct shift with 17.4% females and 
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2% males, a trend influenced by PN evidence in Western Anatolia from Hacılar (as discussed in 
section 7.2.2 and seen in Figure 6.7.12) and its large number of female figurines. ‘The goddess’, as 
Cauvin sees her (Cauvin & Watkins 1994:25), is not a fixture in Neolithic ideology.  
Likewise, and in opposition to Cauvin’s assertions, ‘the bull’ (Cauvin & Watkins 1994:25), is not a 
persistent motif either. Where an animal species is identifiable, the most frequently portrayed 
species is cattle / auroch. However, of the 411 schematic and realistic animal depictions and only 46, 
or 11.2%, are clearly cattle (Figure B.6.13.2). As with their human counterparts, most animal 
representations are highly schematic. For a large proportion of the assemblage, these 
representations are too generic to be identified to species and instead we can see that 46% are 
generic ‘herbivores’. The zoomorphic, iconographic assemblage of Cauvin’s core area of the PPNA 
Northern Levant (Figure B.6.13.5) is dominated by reptiles and birds, whilst neighbouring South-
Eastern Anatolia has high frequencies of reptiles, carnivores, birds, and arthropods (Figure B.6.13.7). 
The evidence from my analysis clearly shows that there are few cattle or human female 
representations, and so the data does not support Cauvin’s ideological claims of the ‘goddess and 
the bull’.  
Further, Cauvin’s assertion of diffusion of Neolithic-specific traits from the Northern Levant into the 
surrounding regions is not substantiated by the data relating to the changes in symbolically 
elaborated material. Whilst there is no PPNA evidence for Central Anatolia, the character of the 
PPNB data does not show a great deal of similarity to earlier evidence from Northern Levant. Unlike 
the animal-dominated architectural and installation assemblage of the Northern Levant, the Central 
Anatolian PPNB data from Boncuklu Höyük shows a predominance of geometric motifs on small 
portable items (Figure 6.7.5). The PN evidence for Central Anatolia at Çatalhöyük is also remarkably 
unique both in character and style (though this will be debated in section 7.2.3 below). Not only do 
the small portable items, along with continued use of various geometric motifs, point to 
continuation of a local tradition as evidenced at Boncuklu Höyük; the elaborate wall paintings 
portraying hunting and baiting scenes, unlike the Northern Levantine data, is predominantly focused 
on large herbivores and humans, with a few wild, dangerous, or predatory animals. Instead many 
paintings comprise equally elaborate geometric designs. Central Anatolia and the Northern Levant 
are distinct regions. Whilst trade networks (as discussed in Chapter 2) meant that these 
communities interacted, there is no clear diffusion of Neolithic traits northwards as Cauvin 
describes.  
The same is true for Southern Levant, where there is a clear chronological development from the 
Epipalaeolithic into the PPNB in terms of naturalistic imagery. The region sees an increasing 
frequency of schematic herbivores in the PPNB, overtaken by increasing numbers of humans in the 
PN (Figure 6.7.5). Overall, the range of motifs is small within this region, and the density and 
complexity of the designs far simpler in the Sothern Levant compared to other regions. The apparent 
340 
 
lack of similarity between the Southern and Northern Levantine traditions is evidence against the 
assertion of diffusion of Neolithic traits as Cauvin describes. 
 ‘MALENESS’, ‘DEATH’, AND ‘THE WILD’ 
Hodder and Meskell consider the same cognitive theory and instead focus on maleness, death, and 
the wild, which is not as easy to substantiate or dismiss (Hodder & Meskell 2011; Meskell 2013). The 
aspect of death which they discuss (Hodder & Meskell 2011:244) incorporates notions of piercing 
and fleshing the body. The data cannot be interrogated easily in a way that could examine this 
theme of death, whilst a large proportion of their argument incorporates the bucrania and other 
installations which have not been incorporated into my own data set (see section 4.2.3 in Chapter 4 
relating to artefact selection). Likewise, their argument of headless humans is also difficult to assess. 
Their study considers the mortuary practice of head removal, which again is not incorporated into 
my data (see section 4.2.3 in Chapter 4 relating to artefact selection). Whilst there are many 
examples of human representation which are headless, this is due to poor preservation, as in the 
case of figurines where the neck is often a weak point in the manufacture of the items or the worn 
and fragmentary paintings. Verhoeven, in his analysis of the figurine assemblage at Tell Sabi Abyad I, 
concludes that the 31 headless figurines found (including 4 examples with evidence for perforations 
and, therefore, interchangeable heads) is evidence of the figurines being intentionally beheaded 
(Verhoeven 2007:178). That said, he, and I, recommend that such interpretations need to be 
assessed on a site by site basis though the parallel to the skull cults and the manipulation of human 
and animal heads does point to a thematic link (Verhoeven 2007:180).  
Unlike Verhoeven, I consider the fragmentary nature of the figurine assemblage studied here to be 
too ambiguous to make a claim for intentional beheading. It is difficult to differentiate between 
those broken intentionally and those broken accidently and then discarded. However, there are 
some intentionally headless human representations in my database (Figure 6.7.14), comprising 9.4% 
of all human representations. These figurines have been either created intentionally headless or (as 
is the case with many figurines) have evidence for perforations suggesting the use of 
interchangeable heads. These headless humans are found on paintings (20% of human figures 
portrayed in paintings are headless) and figurines (8% of human figurines). Whilst the headless 
humans represented on paintings are exclusive to Çatalhöyük (see section 7.2.1 in Chapter 7), the 
largest proportions of intentionally headless figurines are found at the PN Western Anatolian site of 
Höyücek along with some examples from Hacılar (see section 7.2.1). Whilst the Çatalhöyük evidence 
presented by Hodder and Meskell is thought to provoke (Hodder & Meskell 2011:246), it is unlikely 
that the figurines of Hacılar have the same meaning with reference to beheading and death. The 
headless figures in the Çatalhöyük paintings are found in association with vultures on elaborate wall 
paintings. The argument that these representations refer to death and excarnation is plausible. The 
Hacılar and Höyücek examples are not associated with this theme of death (Figure 8.1). Evidence for 
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organic head (bone examples found at Höyücek) suggest instead the interchangeable identities 
associated with these figurines which may link to the behaviours of head removal and curating but 
are not as apparent as the wall paintings at Çatalhöyük. 
 
Figure 8.1 Headless figurines and organic heads: a) Hacılar Item number 1014 headless figurines (Mellaart 
1970:508); b) Höyücek Item number 1204 figurine with interchangeable bone head (Duru & Umurtak 2005:PL 
121); c) Höyücek Item number 1242 bone figurine head (Duru & Umurtak 2005:PL 176) 
Maleness and ‘the wild’ is not a dominant theme within the majority symbolically elaborated 
material culture of the Neolithic Near East when looking at the data collected overall. It is certainly 
clear that the numerous animal representations at Göbekli are predominantly male (see section 
7.2.2 in Chapter 7), but the same is not true for Çatalhöyük. Very few representations of either 
animals or humans (in any media) are clearly male across the Neolithic Near East. Where sex is 
evident, these male animal and human representations are restricted to the South Area and, in the 
case of male animals, specifically restricted to Levels V-II. Furthermore, the male animals 
represented at Göbekli Tepe are wild and dangerous, and the male animal representations 
Çatalhöyük predominantly herbivore representations, both in the paintings discussed by Hodder and 
Meskell and within the figurine assemblage. Evidence for the depiction of wild animals can be seen 
at other sites in South-Eastern Anatolia and Northern Levant (Figure 6.7.7), but this is a distinctive 
regional pattern seen in the PPNA and PPNB. These high frequencies of wild animals are not seen in 
any other region, and certainly at other Central Anatolian sites, Boncuklu and Aşıklı, there is no 
evidence for these types of depictions. There, as at Çatalhöyük, geometric motifs dominate along 
with simple herbivore figurines. Considering this dissimilarity between the regions, and specifically 
between Çatalhöyük and Göbekli Tepe, and based on the data available to me within my database, is 
it difficult to concede that there are “widespread and long-lasting themes… maleness, wild and 
dangerous animals, headlessness, and birds” (Hodder & Meskell 2011:235). Whilst the assertion is 
thought to provoke, it overlooks the large corpus of data which provides very little evidence for 
these ‘themes’. That said, I cannot comment on notions of history making and the manipulation of 
the body within the scope of my data, and certainly my data doesn’t include the range of 
architectural and mortuary evidence they use to substantiate their model, yet there is enough 
contradictory evidence to question their assertions.  
 
a) b) c) 
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 COGNITIVE SHIFTS PRECEDING SUBSISTENCE CHANGE 
Returning to theoretical aspect of psychological change, the crux of Cauvin’s ‘symbolic revolution’ 
rests on a cognitive model where cultivation and domestication could not occur until there was an 
appropriate cognitive shift. As such, we would expect to see changes in symbolically elaborated 
material culture preceding changes in subsistence at the beginning of experimentation in cultivation 
and domestication. In my data, there is a change in the character of the symbolically elaborated 
material in the PPNA of Northern Levant, Southern Levant, and South-Eastern Anatolia, and in the 
PPNB of Central Anatolia and in part Western Anatolia (as discussed in section 6.5, 6.6, and 6.7 of 
Chapter 6). These changes do not directly correspond to dramatic changes in subsistence practices. 
Whilst some evidence shows that in many regions changes in symbolically elaborated material 
culture precede mixed-agricultural economies (as discussed in section 6.8, and examined in more 
detail in 6.12 and 6.13), the correlation is not clear. Evidence from Northern Levant, for example, 
shows symbolically elaborated material becoming prevalent in PPNA hunter-gatherer sites which 
predate agriculture in that region. But similar subsistence developments in Southern Levant does 
not have the same patterns in the elaborately decorated material. Indeed, many sites which still 
exist in a hunter-gathering economy in the PPNB and PN are still affected by the overall changes in 
symbolically elaborated material culture and many sites exhibit subsistence changes without 
dramatic changes to their elaborately decorated material culture. Instead, it would appear that the 
social and symbolic representation change is more closely related to independent regional and 
chronological trends. 
8.1.4 MATERIAL DEPENDENCIES 
Mithen (2004:18) suggests that the changing patterns are seen in social interaction (symbolically 
elaborated material culture, communal structure, mortuary rituals, repeated house construction 
etc.) are a consequence of permanent village life. This idea has also been persuasively argued by 
Kuijt (1996, 2000, 2002) in relation to mortuary practices. Hodder similarly argues that rather than 
seeing sedentism and agriculture as the cause of greater materiality, the ongoing process of material 
entanglement led to these social and subsistence changes (Hodder 2011:226). And thus the term 
‘entanglement’ “seeks to capture the ways in which human and things entrap each other” (Hodder 
2014c:20), using Çatalhöyük as a case study to explore how increased investment in materials also 
increases social commitments. 
Entanglement theory proposes that increases in materiality triggered the social and subsistence 
changes in the Neolithic. If this was the case we would see increasing evidence for symbolically 
elaborated material and larger sites which, by their nature, had increasing enduring materiality 
through permanent structures, permanent communities, and permanent territories. However, the 
data refute this correlation, as already discussed above in terms of site size to test the theories of 
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population pressure. Changes in symbolically elaborated material are evident in all regions and all 
periods regardless of site or community size, and the changes do not directly correspond to 
increased site size and ‘materiality’. It can be said that that there is an overall increase in sedentary 
behaviour, and larger sites are more prevalent in the later period, and that the changes in 
symbolically elaborated material culture occur in tandem, but they are not directly related. Whilst 
the notion of Entanglement is appealing, there is no clear correlation that can validate its claim. 
8.1.5 CONCLUSIONS 
This section of the discussion has served to test the prevailing theories regarding the concurrent 
changes in the Neolithic. What is clear throughout is that there is no apparent correlation between 
changes in increasing sedentary behaviour, site size, or subsistence changes, and the changes seen 
in the symbolically elaborated material. There is no evidence to suggest a direct correlation between 
changes in symbolically elaborated material and subsistence in a way that could suggest cognitive 
changes enabling subsistence change, and certainly the changes are not related population pressure 
(Bar-Yosef 2001:144), nor are they easily associated with concepts of entanglement (Hodder 2011, 
2014c).  
It can be said that there is an overall increase in sedentary behaviour, and larger sites are more 
prevalent in the later period and that the changes in symbolically elaborated material culture occur 
in tandem, but they are not directly related. Instead, these various phenomena seem to have 
distinctive regional trends. A presumed consequence of population pressure is the idea that 
communities would rely on concepts of common identity to cope with social tensions. Whilst the 
correlation between site size and symbolically elaborated material has been refuted, regional 
patterning has been constantly reaffirmed in the analysis and discussion, and this suggests the 
expression of distinctive regional identities. This pattern will be discussed in the second half of this 
chapter.  
8.2 THE EVIDENCE 
My analysis in Chapters 6 and 7 has shown that there is little correlation between the florescence of 
symbolically elaborated material and either increasing sedentary behaviour, site size, subsistence 
practice, ecological and graphical placement, cultivation, herding, or domestication. Whilst there are 
interesting trends seen for each variable, they are regionally and chronologically specific and do not 
point to broader patterns.  
The most salient patterns seen in the data are: 
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 Contextual patterning relating to the distribution of symbolically elaborated material in 
relation to specific regional and chronological trends, which suggests specific sets of 
behaviours 
 Specific choices with regards to the taxa chosen to be depicted versus those which are 
consumed 
 Distinctive regional developments  
 Chronological change unaffected by other variables 
Of particular interest is the contextual patterning which suggests sets of behaviours. I consider these 
behaviours to be ritual, and will use this term in this discussion. I define ritual to be a spectrum of 
actions and processes of a symbolic nature, conducted both on the individual, household, and 
communal levels, which served the purpose of structuring the lives of those performing them. With 
this definition, however, I make no assumptions about religious practice or belief. This definition was 
laid out in the introduction to this thesis.  
8.2.1 CONTEXTUAL AND BEHAVIOURAL PATTERNS 
The analysis conducted in sections 6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 6.9, and 6.13 in Chapter 6 has clearly demonstrated 
that there is no clear correlation between artefact types, the motifs used to decorate them, and the 
complexity of those designs across the Neolithic of Anatolia and the Levant of South-West Asia. In 
addition, there is limited contextual disparity in the use and deposition of these varied items, which 
are regionally specific. However, a systematic review of the data, in particular, the statistical 
analyses used throughout, show that these variables together do suggest the influence of distinct 
ritual practices.  
Data from section 6.9.5 in Chapter 6 show that there are some contextual patterns comparing the 
range of symbolic artefact types found in general within middens, domestic spaces and public 
spaces. Looking at the context of symbolically elaborated material in isolation, we see that private 
contexts, in particular, domestic structures, have the full range of artefact types (examined here), 
including a particular presence of paintings. Public contexts, by comparison, are dominated by 
architectural installations and sculptures. Middens have a wide selection of the artefact types under 
investigation here, the largest proportion of which are fragmented figurines. This is interesting 
because it suggests a specific end to their life. “If objects serve to create and sustain social 
relationships, the ‘death’ of an object implies the death or transformation of those relationships” 
(Pollard 2004:47). This implies a disparity in a contextual deposition as a result of conscious choice. 
The dominance of figurines in domestic settings and middens, the deployment of paintings mainly in 
domestic structures, the near-uniqueness of architectural installations and sculptures in communal 
structures - all this points to meaningful selections of the placement of symbolic material culture 
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within specific social spaces. This meaningful placement of artefacts suggests artefact biographies 
have a unique meaning and distinct definition in each context, despite a physical similarity.  
Broad chronological and regional patterns are evident, especially when examining the various types 
of public contexts found within the Neolithic of Anatolia and the Levant of South-West Asia. For 
example, communal structures containing symbolically elaborated material are only evident in PPNA 
Southern Levant, Northern Levant, and PPNA and PPNB South-Eastern Anatolia. By contrast, 
domestic structures are evident in all periods and regions and often the contextual comparison that 
can be made is between domestic structures and other, often unspecified, contexts.  
Though little patterning is evident when looking at the depositional context of the artefacts in 
isolation, distinct rituals could be suggested when looking at the motifs employed on the various 
types of artefacts, across the various contexts in which they are situated. Public contexts, in general, 
have a higher proportion of artefacts displaying naturalistic motifs than geometric ones. They also 
have a greater proportion of animal motifs. Whilst highly complex naturalistic motifs are found in 
domestic structures, they constitute less than 1% of the total representations in that context. 
Communal structures, by contrast, have over 5% of their artefacts decorated with highly complex 
naturalistic motifs. Despite this, the analysis and statistical comparisons from section 6.9 in Chapter 
6 show that communal structures are similar to domestic structures in terms of their complexity, 
density, Main, and Detailed Motifs. Middens mirror domestic contexts in the overall trend. Whilst 
there are examples of geometric motifs and portable items, human representations are by far the 
most common in these midden contexts, and proportionately animals are far fewer within artefacts 
from midden contexts than artefacts found in the other types of contexts.  
The same motifs are used across all artefact types, yet the combinations of motifs, in relation to 
broad context, means that artefact types are being used differently in different contexts as separate 
vehicles of symbolic meaning. The artefacts can be divided into four broad groups: portable items, 
large-scale domestic artefacts, large-scale public artefacts, and figurines (Figure 2.2). This clustering 
has been described in sections 6.7 and 6.9 in Chapter 6.  
The spider diagram in Figure 2.2 presents the range of patterns are seen in my analysis. It suggests 
that there are tiers of ritual behaviour: personal, household, and public. This same overlapping 
pattern of rituals has been observed by Verhoeven (2002a, 2002b), focusing on the ideology behind 
PPNB ritual. He interprets similar patterns in his data, dividing ritual into individual, household, and 
public (Verhoeven 2002a:253; 2002b:8). The model which Verhoeven creates to explain these ritual 
systems (Figure 8.3) is visually striking (Verhoeven 2002a:253), and it has many correlates to the 
patterning seen in my data. What Figure 2.2 does not show is the regional and chronological 
disparities. Whilst there may be distinctive rituals across the entire region, they are not a uniform 
Neolithic trend to be applied throughout. This further highlights the regional trends seen throughout 
the analysis and suggest distinct identity expression. 
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Figure 8.2 Generalisation of four artefact clusters, based on artefact type. Main Motif distribution. Contextual 
data, statistical similarities, and stylistic observations. The predominant motifs associated with each cluster, 
in order of frequency, are shown in the clouds. The audience that these clusters may have served are shown 
in the red boxes. Details of how these clusters interact are described by the various arrows. 
 
Figure 8.3 Verhoeven’s model of PPNB ritual, consisting of interlinked systems of the individual, household, 
and ‘public’ ritual (Verhoeven 2002a:253). 
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Figure 8.4 Generalisation of four artefact clusters in Central Anatolia (PPNB and PN), South-Eastern Anatolia 
(PPNA), Southern Levant (PPNA) and Northern Levant (PPNB). Solid blue lines (strong links) represent links of 
both motif and context, whilst dotted blue lines (weak links) represent motif similarity only. The exception is 
Southern Levant where the solid line represents two links of both artefact type and motif across all contexts. 
Contexts are identifiable by the house (domestic), temple (public), squiggle (midden), and question mark 
(unspecified) icons. Clusters are compiled based on statistical results. For example, Central Anatolia PPNB has 
two distinct contexts, and within the domestic contexts, there are two distinct groups of artefacts statistically 
dissimilar. This forms the three clusters depicted.  
Figure 8.4 is compiled from the regional and chronological analysis done in sections 6.6.3, 6.6.5, 
6.7.3, 6.7.5, and 6.9 in Chapter 6. This serves to illustrate the regional and chronological variation 
with regards to the overlapping rituals discussed above. While each region and period have its own 
distinctive characteristics, the model of overlapping ritual behaviour presented in Figure 7.3 can be 
seen in regions where there is a sufficiently large dataset. In Central Anatolia for example, there are 
personal, household, and public levels of interaction. This is evident from the small items (personal), 
house decoration (household), and standardised rituals with regards to house construction and 
layout (public) in PN (as Çatalhöyük). This points to two parallel systems, one of household identity 
and one of communal identity (as discussed in section 6.9.5 and, in reference to Main Motifs, 
relating to graphs Figure B.6.9.43 to Figure B.6.9.46). This example of Çatalhöyük in PN Central 
Anatolia is particularity interesting because of the disparity between the household and the 
community in terms of the artefacts and motifs chosen to convey this sense of identity. These 
choices and contextual patterning will be discussed in section 7.2.2 but it’s clear that there is 
dissimilarity between the symbols used to express household identity and those used in community-
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wide practice. Households use very specific symbolically elaborated material to distinguish 
themselves and create an identity which is distinct from the communal identity they share in other 
aspects of their built environment. 
In South Eastern Anatolia there are clearly private (portable items) and public (evidence from 
communal structures) levels of interaction, linked by very similar motifs, decorative style, and 
potentially overarching communal identity. However, the sheer number and combinations of motifs 
make each artefact unique, and so individual identity may be expressed(as discussed in section 6.9.5 
and, in reference to Main Motifs, relating to graphs Figure B.6.9.52 to Figure B.6.9.54). This is further 
discussed in section 7.2.2 and points to a clear relationship between the identity of the individual 
and the identity of the group. Unique symbolically elaborated material is used to convey concepts of 
the individual but set within the accepted symbolic repertoire of the group. Therefore, individuals 
are incorporated into the group identity. 
The patterns in Northern Levant are comparable, again with style similarity across all media and 
contexts suggesting communal identity, and clear individualisation suggesting personal identity. The 
patterns in Southern Levant, on the other hand, are dissimilar, with the artefact types and motifs 
restricted to a very narrow set, found across all contexts. Here, the communal identity is far stronger 
than household or personal identity (as discussed in section 6.9.5 and, in reference to Main Motifs, 
relating to graphs Figure B.6.9.48 and Figure B.6.9.50).  
These rituals highlight the complexity of the data under investigation and point to very distinct 
regional trends. They emphasise the lack of correlation between the variables under investigation, 
which are not equally significant across the whole region and in all the time periods, and instead 
point to very specific and unique adaptations. The systems seen in the Northern Levant, one of 
individual identity incorporated into a larger communal identity, is remarkably different from the 
Southern Levant with its restricted individualisation, despite similarities in context and, based on the 
analysis in section 6.12, similar subsistence strategies. These differing approaches and regional 
distinctiveness will be discussed further below.  
8.2.2 THE CONSCIOUS CHOICE OF MOTIFS  
The range of motifs on symbolically elaborated material culture in the Neolithic is substantial, yet 
much of the discussion of this material in the literature focuses on naturalistic depictions. This is 
clear above in reference to the discussions relating to the theories posited by Cauvin (1994) and 
Hodder and Meskell (2011) who focus on ‘the woman’, ‘the bull’, ‘maleness’ etc. This focus on 
naturalistic depictions is to the detriment of the varied corpus of geometric motifs employed in the 
Neolithic. The largest proportion of artefacts (excluding the figurines and statues) are both 
distinctive in their form and decorated with a large array of geometric motifs (as discussed in section 
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7.2.2). The prevalence and importance of these geometric motifs should not be ignored, especially 
when considering that they underlie the significant regional and chronological trends. For example, 
the symbolic repertoire of PPNB Boncuklu in Central Anatolia is defined by a board range of 
geometric motifs (as shown in section 7.2). These are equally symbolically laden as their naturalistic 
counterparts seen in the same range artefact types in PPNA Northern Levant.  
Lewis-Williams is one of the few authors who has examined the value and meaning of geometric 
motifs found in art as part of his research into the neuropsychological origins for art, with a specific 
focus on the Upper Palaeolithic (for example Lewis-Williams 2002, 2004c; Lewis-Williams et al. 
1988). Having studied the motifs found across various media at Neolithic Çatalhöyük,  (Lewis-
Williams 2004b:45) he proposes that houses, their wall paintings, and their installations, formed part 
of shamanistic practices as part of a built cosmos, where motifs were derived from entopic 
phenomena through altered states of consciousness (Lewis-Williams 2004b). What is important to 
take away from his research, for the purpose of the research questions being investigated here, is 
the equal significance of all motif types, in terms of their symbolic value and potential meanings. The 
reason there is such a focus on naturalistic representations is because we, the modern viewer, feel 
that we can ‘read’ and interpret these representations. The pitfall of this assumption has been 
addressed in Chapter 3. Many of the patterns are seen in relation to regional and chronological 
developments are based upon the evolution and complexity of the full range of motifs employed. 
However, in terms of understanding their meaning, I am faced with the same conundrum as the 
researchers above. Examination of the naturalistic motifs can be valuable in considering the 
conscious choices made in motif selection, especially when a direct comparison can be made 
between what is depicted, what is in the landscape, and what is consumed; and my data does reveal 
a few interesting trends when comparing these two variables. 
Animal depictions, unsurprisingly, are varied and not representative of the entire faunal assemblage 
found within each site (as shown in section 6.12.2). There are two large patterns seen: firstly, a 
distinct regional trend, and secondly, overarching chronological changes. Epipalaeolithic evidence 
for animal representations are limited in number and are schematic. By contrast, evidence for 
animal representations in the PPNA increases and includes a variety of species. Herbivores (such as 
deer and cattle), can be found alongside carnivores (such as felids and foxes), omnivores (such as 
boar) as well as birds, arthropods, and reptiles. These patterns have been identified in sections 6.7 
and with a particular focus in section 6.13.6 of Chapter 6. The PPNA also has distinct regional trends. 
The material from the PPNA of Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia sees a distinction 
between large wild species along with predators and other venomous creatures, which are depicted, 
as opposed to small herbivores which characterise the faunal assemblage, which is not (with a few 
exceptions). By contrast, the PPNA in the Southern Levant indicates that despite various taxa in the 
faunal records, the most frequent naturalistic depictions are generic ‘herbivore’ representations. 
Both regions have evidence for a change in their symbolically elaborated material culture in the 
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PPNA, with increasing frequency of animals represented in both areas, but those changes are 
regionally and stylistically distinct. 
The PPNB into the PN sees yet another shift in the way that animals are represented in the 
symbolically elaborated material. This period is represented by a smaller range of motifs consisting 
of predominantly generic schematic herbivores, and this is evident across most regions. Whilst 
South-Eastern Anatolia continues to have an extensive repertoire of a largely wild corpus, it has 
noticeably retracted in the PPNB. The Southern Levant is still represented by herbivores which are 
now more explicitly depicted so as to be recognisable by genus: cattle, equid, goat, and sheep. This 
regional disparity is clear in the later PN in Central Anatolia. The figurines in the PN, with particular 
reference to Çatalhöyük, follow the overarching trend of simplistic schematic ‘herbivores’. The 
paintings at Çatalhöyük, however, are highly elaborate with many species of animals depicted 
including felids, boars, bears, and a range of bird species. This evidence from Çatalhöyük forms a 
dichotomy, much like that seen in PPNA Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia, of large 
hunted species alongside predator species (which are depicted in the wall paintings and reliefs) 
versus small herbivores constituting the domesticate species (which are not, and are instead seen in 
the figurine assemblage). This is a very deliberate and conscious choice of taxa chosen for two 
parallel sets of rituals (as discussed in section 7.2.1 above):  the wild wall paintings form part of the 
household interaction, and schematic figurines are part of communal practices. 
This is further exemplified by the contextual patterns described above in section 7.2.1. The Northern 
Levantine and South-Eastern Anatolian patterns are seen in association with communal structures 
though many common motifs are seen in association with domestic structures as well. The entire 
community is involved with the creation and meaning of these symbolically elaborated materials. 
These elaborated materials are the focus of communal activities in public spaces and the motifs are 
incorporated into personal objects. In so doing the individual integrates their own identity into that 
of the group.  
By contrast, the highly elaborate paintings seen at Çatalhöyük are associated with domestic 
structures and only the household would have been involved with the creation and giving meaning 
to this symbolically elaborated material. That said, this household activity probably existed within 
the wider community. The other rituals relating to communal practice are uniform across other 
artefact types and specifically within the built environment. Group identity is prevalent, but hidden 
within each household are manifestations of identity expression attempting to distinguish 
themselves within a restrained communal system. The communal rituals are completely separate 
from those of the household. The animals, humans, and geometric motifs consciously selected to 
represent household identity have entirely different meanings and values than motifs ascribed to 
the more rigid communal identity. In addition, the lack of individuality is seen in personal 
symbolically elaborated material suggests the individual is not distinctive but instead is identified as 
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part of a household. Where the PPNA Northern Levantine and South-Eastern Anatolian evidence 
suggests a social system based on incorporating individuals into an emerging communal identity, the 
PN Central Anatolian evidence suggests households attempting to distinguish themselves from a 
rigid system of communal identity.  
Equally, the motif choices in the Southern Levant are telling. The naturalistic motifs are limited in 
range, often schematic in style, and in the majority of cases herbivore in species. The geometric 
motif range is smaller than in other regions and remarkably static through time. These motifs are 
prevalent across all contexts with little diversity. Based on this distribution, there is a lack of 
household or individual distinctiveness, and it could be said that there is only the one pattern of 
behaviour ascribed to communal ritual. It could be that these communities were simply less 
interested in expressing identity, or had a less extensive symbolic reference system. Regardless, 
there is a clear communal identity to which individuals ascribed. 
These distinct regional changes, with their unique rituals, are occurring in tandem with increased 
sedentary behaviour, cultivation, and domestication, despite the lack of correlation between these 
trends overall. The conscious choice of motifs, both geometric and naturalistic, is clearly laden with a 
specific meaning which is hinted at with the distinction of which taxa of animal are depicted as 
opposed to which are consumed. These choices reflect many levels of ritual either individual, 
household, or group, and is already evident in the discussions above. These analyses also highlight 
the discrete regional styles.  
8.2.3 REGIONAL STYLES FORMING THREE DISTINCT TERRITORIES 
A recurring pattern throughout the analysis in Chapter 6, and in the discussions above, is the 
evidence for regional distinctions. The analysis in sections 6.7.6, in conjunction with 6.9, and the 
stylistic examination in section 7.1 of Chapter 7 have shown that there are distinct regional patterns 
in the data. Specifically, that the 7 regions under investigation can be grouped into three territories 
due to shared similarities and clear dissimilarities:  
- Central Anatolia 
- Northern Levant / South-Eastern Anatolia / Northern Mesopotamia 
- Southern Levant / Cyprus / Western Anatolia 
TERRITORY 1 – CENTRAL ANATOLIA 
Territory 1 comprises Central Anatolia and is unique in many respects, much of which has already 
been discussed in the previous sections. Evidence from Central Anatolia is limited, with the bulk of 
the data coming from PPNB Boncuklu Höyük and PN Çatalhöyük. PPNB Boncuklu Höyük (which has 
been discussed in section 7.2.1) shares many similarities with Northern Levantine sites such as Tell 
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Qaramel (Mazurowski & Kanjou 2012), due to the extensive range of decorated grooved stone and 
decorated portable items. But it differs from the Northern Levantine and South-Eastern Anatolian 
sites in several respects, namely the predominance of geometric motifs, an absence of the wild and 
venomous creatures (as described in section 6.7.2), as well as the lack of large communal structures 
which are evident in Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia (as described in section 6.9.1). The 
range of material represents two ritual patterns, the personal and public. The symbolism of the 
personal items, much like the evidence in Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia, conforms to 
a broad range of repeated motifs but employs them to create unique and individual items. However, 
unlike the evidence from Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia, PPNB Boncuklu does not 
have any structures or material relating to elaborate communal rituals. Instead, we see strong 
communal identity through house construction and layout. Despite aesthetic similarities between 
the Boncuklu assemblage and other sites Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia, the 
symbolically elaborated material is employed in contextually distinctive ways. This feeds into the 
patterns seen at PN Çatalhöyük, which has already been discussed in terms of contextual patterns 
and motif choice. Examining the evidence for the PN in the other regions we can see that Central 
Anatolia is distinctive in its large range of motifs as compared to the other regions which are more 
limited, schematic, and standardised. This evidence highlights the unique nature of Central Anatolia 
across the periods.  
Upon reconsideration of the Neolithic data outside of the representative sample of the 52 sites in 
my database, we begin to see the limitations of this study. The pattern which shows the uniqueness 
of paintings in PN Central Anatolia is contradictory to the evidence of comparative examples in 
Northern Levant and Mesopotamia. Namely, the Northern Levantine PPNA site of Dja’de (Figure 
8.5), the Northern Levantine PN site of Bouqras (Figure 8.6), and the Northern Mesopotamian PN 
site of Umm Dabaghiyah (Figure 8.7) which are sites not in my database. However, importantly, this 
data does not negate the evidence for a distinct territorial trend in Central Anatolia. The PPNB 
evidence from Boncuklu Höyük suggests a continuation of local Epipalaeolithic traditions. Further, 
the assemblage at Boncuklu is distinct from those in the other regions in the same period. 
Similarities with earlier Northern Levantine sites is set against the differences in subsistence strategy 
and disparity for evidence for communal structures. Whilst PN Çatalhöyük has comparable evidence 
with these Northern Levant and Mesopotamia sites, the broader assemblage, house structuring, and 
mortuary practice is a continuation of the Boncuklu traditions. As an example, evidence from 
Çatalhöyük (as discussed in Chapter 5) alongside Aşıklı Höyük (for example see Düring 2007b) points 
to unique settlement construction which differentiates this region from its neighbours. What these 
additional examples suggest instead is a complex picture of regional interaction. The locally 
developed Central Anatolian tradition in the Epipalaeolithic and PPNB refutes Cauvin’s model of 
diffusion from a core region in the Northern Levant northwards into Anatolia (as described in 
Chapter 9, Cauvin & Watkins 1994:78-95), but it does not deny that interactions occurred. For such a 
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model to be tested, a larger body of data needs to be examined, alongside precise chronological 
modelling (for an example of such modelling see Brami 2014).  
 
Figure 8.5 Dja’de el Mughara (phase Dj I) general view of the painted design on the western side of buttress 
666 in situ (photo taken in 2007) prior to its removal. The painted wall is preserved on 1.7m. Inset, 
reconstitution of the design of the western panel (Coqueugniot 2014:92) 
 
Figure 8.6 Symbolically elaborated material at Bouqras: a) Wall painting in house 17, likely to be either 
ostriches or cranes in red ochre on white plastered wall face (Akkermans et al. 1982:50); and b) Modelled 
human face in red ochre on one of the piers of house 16 (Akkermans et al. 1982:51) 
 
Figure 8.7 Umm Dabaghiyah: a) An unreconstructed tracing of the onager frieze after cleaning (Kirkbride 
1975:Plate VII); and b) Geometric wall paintings, interpreted by the excavator as ‘childish representations of 
landing vultures’ (Kirkbride 1975:Plate VII). 
a) b) 
a) b) 
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TERRITORY 2 – NORTHERN LEVANT / SOUTH-EASTERN ANATOLIA / NORTHERN 
MESOPOTAMIA 
Northern Levant, South-Eastern Anatolia, and Northern Mesopotamia from Territory 2. This territory 
is remarkable in terms of patterns of symbolically elaborated material culture and contextual 
deposition. The PPNA in Northern Levant, in particular, shows a remarkable contrast between 
domestic and communal structures. In particular, whilst the largest proportion of symbolically 
elaborated material is found in communal structures, there are many motifs which are shared across 
the various artefact types and context, as discussed in sections 6.7 and 6.13 in Chapter 6. The PPNB, 
by contrast, does not have symbolically elaborated material associated with communal structures 
and is associated instead with domestic structures.  
Looking at the motif distributions in this Territory, the evidence shows that all artefact types have 
both geometric and naturalistic motifs. They include a wide corpus of genera such as felids, foxes, 
boar, cattle, deer, equid, hoof prints, sheep; as well as scorpions, snakes, and spiders; alongside 
crane, duck, and other birds. These motifs are seen on architectural elements (in communal 
structures), and on decorative installations and reliefs (in both communal and domestic structures). 
But significantly these motifs are mirrored in the portable items. These distinctive rituals have 
already been discussed and point to the incorporation of individual identity into a larger communal 
framework. The PPNB sees a parallel shift across all regions within this Territory, with a reduction in 
the range of geometric motifs employed and increased frequency of human representations. The 
wide range of animal species seen in the motifs in the PPNA is now replaced with a narrower range 
of herbivores. Significantly, while communal structures are still evident and used in this period, the 
symbolically elaborated material has shifted into the domestic sphere. By the PN communal 
structures have fallen from use and all symbolically elaborated material is associated with domestic 
contexts. This reflects a shift in how identity is expressed and, therefore, reflects a change in the 
identity itself. The use of pottery and its decoration could explain this simplification with a shift of 
symbolic images from one set of media to another. Pottery has not been incorporated into this 
study, and future work should examine this possible shift. Nonetheless, even with this chronological 
shift, these regions are still distinctive from their neighbours. There is a distinctive set of rituals 
which characterises this region, which is clearly different to what we see in Central Anatolia and 
certainly far more elaborate than what is seen for Southern Levant, Western Anatolia, and Cyprus.  
Stylistically, these trends are clear and have been more fully examined in section 7.1. In particular, 
we see clear stylistic similarities in the form of decorated pillars (Figure 7.1.1), the distribution and 
style of foxes (Figure 7.1.10), lizards (Figure 7.1.12), insects (Figure 7.1.11), scorpions (Figure 7.1.13), 
and snakes (Figure 7.1.14). Felid representations are clearly regionally identifiable (Figure 7.1.15). In 
particular, we see a stylistic similarity between Central and Western Anatolia and (again) Northern 
Levant and South Eastern Anatolia, which are distinct from each other. 
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These accumulative patterns suggest that Territory 2 is clearly distinct from its neighbouring regions 
though there is clearly some level of interaction as has already been discussed in relation to Central 
Anatolia above. Territory 2 is also in stark contrast with the evidence from Southern Levant, Cyprus, 
and Western Anatolia which form Territory 3. 
TERRITORY 3 – SOUTHERN LEVANT / CYPRUS / WESTERN ANATOLIA 
Territory 3 comprises three geographically separate regions: Southern Levant, Cyprus, and Western 
Anatolia. The analysis from sections 6.5, 6.6, and 6.7 in Chapter six suggest that Western Anatolia 
bears much similarity to Central Anatolia. However, much in the same way that evidence for 
similarities between Central Anatolia and Northern Levant suggest interaction, the differences 
between Western Anatolia and Central Anatolia suggest the same. The assemblage from Western 
Anatolia is distinctive, especially when considering the distribution of Detailed Motifs as discussed in 
section 6.13 in Chapter 6. The same analysis distinguishes Southern Levant and Cyprus as having a 
distinctive assemblage. These regions are considered to be linked based on the patterns seen in 
sections 6.7.6, in conjunction with 6.9, with particular reference to the statistical analysis therein 
and the stylistic examination in section 7.1 of Chapter 7. These analyses point to distinct similarities 
between these three geographically separate regions.  
In the Southern Levant, all the artefacts are decorated with a small range of geometric motifs with 
the exception of, often schematic, animal and human figurines. The motifs used remain more or less 
static throughout the periods, pointing to distinct patterns of standardisation. Human 
representations are almost exclusively found in the form of figurines. The Epipalaeolithic and PPNA 
have limited evidence for human representation, whilst the PPNB sees a rapid increase in their 
frequency, resulting in human-dominated symbolically elaborated material characterising the 
Southern Levantine PN. The Southern Levant is better represented in the archaeological record, due 
to a large number of excavated sites. Therefore, the simplicity and uniformity of the symbolically 
elaborated material are not an illusion created by limited data. The implications of this motif choice, 
along with contextual patterning already discussed in the sections above, is a remarkable uniformity 
of symbolic expression representing territorial identity. But the limited range of motifs implies a less 
complex symbolic reference system. This is in clear contrast to what is seen in Territories 1 and 2.  
Though evidence for symbolically elaborated material from Cyprus is limited, similarities to the 
Southern Levant are apparent both in the range of artefact types and also in the distinction between 
geometric motifs on portable items and schematic human and animal figurines. Another similar 
pattern is the continuity seen in the PPNB and PN assemblages on the island, as is evident on the 
mainland. Again we see a standardisation and uniformity suggesting communal identity with little 
evidence for personalisation or individual identity.  
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Western Anatolia does not have the same range of artefact types and, therefore, does not have this 
same distinction between geometric decorated artefacts and naturalistic figurines. Human figurines 
are the most prevalent artefact type in the region and this mirrors the evidence from the Southern 
Levant, However, the style of these Western Anatolian PN figurines is highly distinctive and clearly 
unrelated to the style is seen in the Southern Levant. 
  
Figure 8.8 Höyöcek figurines: a) Item number 1201 a schematic female figurine, intentionally headless (Duru 
& Umurtak 2005: PL 120); b) Item number 1206 realistic figurine (Duru 2012:46; Duru & Umurtak 2005: PL 
122 ) 
  
Figure 8.9 Sha’ar Hagolan figurines: a) Item number 2155 a schematic pebble figurine (Garfinkel, Miller & 
Ben-Shlomo 2010:158); b) Item number 2082 cowrie-eyed figurine (Garfinkel, Miller & Ben-Shlomo 2010:64) 
Despite the stylistic differences, the figurines from Southern Levant and Western Anatolia can be 
interpreted as similar. In both regions, there are two distinct and standardised groups of figurines – 
realistic and schematic. In Western Anatolia, with examples taken from Höyücek, we see a 
standardised group of headless schematic figurines in conjunction with standardised realistic 
figurines. Both these groups are treated similarly in terms of contextual deposition, often associated 
with domestic contexts where contextual information is available. In Southern Levant, with 
examples taken from Sha’ar Hagolan, we have a similar juxtaposition of two standardised groups of 
figurines, schematic pebble figurines in conjunction with ‘cowrie eyed’ figurines (so named for their 
distinctive almond / cowrie shell shaped eyes). The figurines are also treated similarly in terms of 
contextual deposition, often associated with domestic contexts where contextual information is 
available. What is clear from this comparison are the similar prevailing behaviours. Standardisation 
and uniformity of symbolically elaborated material, associated with domestic structures, with little 
evidence of individual identity, emphasising shared symbols and, therefore, communal identity. 
Whilst stylistically these two regions are distinct, they share similar behaviours in relation to their 
a) b) 
a) b) 
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symbolically elaborated material. Stylistic analysis of the regional distribution of schematic pebble 
figurines (Figure 7.1.29), and ‘cowrie-eyed’ figurines (Figure 7.1.30) reinforces the assessment of a 
distinct Southern Levantine regional style.  
These three regions represent the periphery of the area under investigation. Cauvin suggests that 
Neolithic-specific traits from a core region in the Northern Levant spread southward into Southern 
Levant (as described in Chapter 10 of Cauvin & Watkins 1994:78-95). My data refutes this 
suggestion. Material found in the Southern Levant has a clear development from Epipalaeolithic 
traditions, which are statistically and stylistically distinct from its northern neighbours. The range of 
artefact types and motifs is narrower, more standardised, and far less elaborate. However, the 
Western Anatolian evidence is surprisingly dissimilar to its Central Anatolian neighbour and the 
‘core’ area of Northern Levant. Equally, Cyprus also evolved idiosyncratically in geographical 
isolation yet proved resistant to change and stable over a long period (Schoop 2005:48). If a 
diffusion theory is accepted, its route would not have been through Northern Levant up and over 
through Central Anatolia. Instead, the geographical feature which links these regions is the 
Mediterranean Sea and the Levantine Coast. Indeed, as discussed in Chapter 2, Bar-Yosef Mayer 
(2015) presents compelling evidence for the ease in which the Mediterranean Sea could be 
traversed. This maritime tradition could explain how these geographically distinct regions interacted 
and developed such similar rituals in terms of their symbolically elaborated material. The distinctive 
cultural ‘border’ in Central Anatolia suggests that only after having ‘escaped’ this steppe-land did the 
Neolithic assemblage the full classic ‘package’ spread onwards into Europe – a model that had never 
existed in the Near Eastern core (Schoop 2005:55).  
THE IMPLICATIONS OF THESE TERRITORIES 
The implication of these three stylistically distinctive territories lies in the potential indicators for 
concepts of identity. The statistical and stylistic similarities described above point to deliberate 
uniformity. This suggests that these communities relied upon concepts of common identity and 
values, which were expressed through symbolically elaborated material under investigation here, 
which formed part of specific and deliberate rituals.  
Communal rituals can be seen in the development of both communal and domestic structures, and 
the conformity of the assemblages and their contexts. As discussed above, the three territories show 
a great deal of stylistic similarity in terms of the range and decoration of the symbolically elaborated 
material and its contextual deposition. These territories are equally distinct from each other 
considering these same criteria. This is a conscious choice in the elaboration of material culture to 
acknowledge and conform to set regional styles. The public architecture of the PPNA points to a new 
emphasis on community-wide cohesion and cooperative effort. There are several examples of 
communal structures in Southern Levant but they specifically dominate in the Northern Levant and 
358 
 
South-Eastern Anatolia. Similar concepts of common identity and community cohesion are seen in 
the PPNB and PN of Central Anatolia through the regular pattern of house construction, internal 
structures, and unified settlement layout.  
The second set of rituals relates to the household. The clearest evidence for household identity is in 
Territory 2, the PN of Central Anatolia, at Çatalhöyük. Here, the communal identity as prescribed 
through house construction and ritual practice is set against the unique elaborations of houses with 
regards to wall paintings, reliefs, and installations. Within the boundaries of a fixed communal 
identity, households are able to distinguish themselves through personalised symbolically 
elaborated material culture. The smaller artefacts, such as figurines, are schematic and standardised. 
Personal artefacts are rare and have limited elaboration. Therefore, behaviours associated with the 
individual are not as clearly demarcated as those associated with the household. Instead, they 
conform to the constrained communal concepts of identity. This type of household ritual is not 
clearly seen in any other region.  
The third set of ritual relates to the individual. This can be seen through the evidence for small 
portable objects. In Territory 1, Central Anatolia, concepts of individual identity could be suggested 
at the site of Boncuklu Höyük. As described in section 7.2.1 in Chapter 7, the artefacts from Boncuklu 
are each unique in their shape, colour, motif, and design. There is a large but constrained selection 
of motifs used at the site, which is constantly repeated, and the evidence suggests that these items 
reflect a variation on a theme. This particular pattern is interesting when set against the evidence 
from Çatalhöyük. At the later site, as discussed above, there is little evidence for such 
individualisation and personalisation. Instead, there are fixed rituals for communal identity within 
which households attempt to distinguish themselves. There is a remarkable evolution in how 
concepts of community develop. This individual ritual is evident in Territory 2 as well. In a similar 
fashion to the evidence from Boncuklu, many of the artefacts found here are unique, but the style 
and range of motifs are constrained and constantly repeated. There is clearly individual identity 
which conforms to a communal style but with the freedom to create unique items. This is not as 
clearly evident in the Territory 3 where the range of motifs is very narrow and the assemblages 
highly standardised. Here communal identity is paramount and, looking at the artefacts within this 
database, household and individual identity is masked. 
Despite the regional differences concerning individual and household rituals, concepts of communal 
identity across the regions are clear. This communal awareness is clearly a consequence of the social 
changes in the Neolithic, but none of the variables discussed (site size, population pressure, 
increasing sedentary behaviour, or subsistence change) apply to all the regions and explain the 
synchronised changes.   
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8.2.4  OVERARCHING CHRONOLOGICAL CHANGE 
The final recurring theme to be considered in the patterns discussed throughout the analysis in 
Chapters 6 and 7, and in the sections above, is overarching temporal trend. This trend does not 
correlate with variables such as site size, subsistence, context, environment etc. Instead each region, 
and indeed one could justify that each period in each region is responding to entirely unique factors. 
Yet, despite this variability, there is still a strong chronological pattern seen in every aspect of the 
data. These patterns have been summarised in Figure 8.10. 
 
Figure 8.10 Generalisation of chronological evidence for symbolically elaborated material and the motifs 
employed, isolated from the other variables. These diagrams illustrate statistically distinct clusters (namely 
portable items, figurines, public large scale, and domestic large scale). Solid blue arrows indicate shared 
contexts. Dotted blue arrows indicate shared motif range. Red arrows suggest both shared context and 
motifs. In the PPNB example, whilst both public large scale and domestic large scale exist in this period, they 
are regionally distinct and do not appear in tandem. 
The PPNB is often proposed to represent a ‘symbolic revolution’ (Bonogofsky 2005; Cauvin 2002; 
Chesson 2001; Fletcher, Pearson & Ambers 2008; Gopher & Hershkovitz 1988; Goren, Goring-Morris 
& Segal 2001; Kornienko 2009; Kuijt 2008b; Orrelle & Gopher 2002; Özbek 2009; Rollefson, Kafafi & 
Simmons 1992; Rollefson, Schmandt-Besserat & Rose 1998; Twiss 2007 ; Verhoeven 2002a). The 
reality of this pattern is more complex, with the PPNA, PPNB, and PN all having substantial evidence 
for elaborate behaviour. These patterns are seen throughout the analysis in Chapter 6 but are 
specifically highlighted in sections 6.5.3, 6.7.1, and 6.7.6. The Epipalaeolithic represents a direct 
continuation of Upper Palaeolithic subsistence strategies, and whilst the frequency of decorated 
artefacts increases, the ranges of motifs are surprisingly similar to those earlier periods (for 
examples of Upper Palaeolithic evidence in South-West Asia section 2.9.1 in Chapter 2). The PPNA 
sees a large range of motifs in complex and dense designs along with a number of human 
representations (which had been absent in the Epipalaeolithic). The PPNB sees the largest variety of 
artefact types decorated with a diverse range of motifs, with increasing frequency of human 
representations. The PN sees a continued PPNB trend paired with a significant upsurge of human 
representations. Figure 8.10 also incorporates this conscious motif selection, as discussed in section 
7.2.2 above.  
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Alongside these changes are distinct contextual shifts. Ritual patterns have been discussed in section 
7.2.1 above, but the chronological developments of these patterns are quite striking. The 
Epipalaeolithic evidence is associated with domestic contexts but by the PPNA, we see increasing 
frequencies both communal structures and symbolically elaborated material associated with them. 
Those found in Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia are particularly rich. While communal 
structures are widely used in the PPNB, the analysis in section 6.9 of Chapter 6 clearly shows that 
there is a shift from these communal structures into domestic contexts in terms of the distribution 
of the symbolically elaborated material under investigation here. By the PN, this symbolically 
elaborated material culture is almost entirely associated with domestic contexts. Figure 8.10 
incorporates this contextual shift.  
A fundamental question is why communal structures fall from use and why symbolically elaborated 
material shifts into the domestic sphere. I suggest that in the PPNA communal buildings enabled the 
introduction of new rituals and identity through public display and rituals. Group participation 
appears to have been key in reinforcing this group identity, in later periods, this group identity 
becomes inseparable from daily life, and potentially such large-scale participation was no longer 
needed to reinforce a group identity which was now imbued into the built environment. This shift of 
context may also be related in part to the new dynamic between PPNA sedentary populations and 
the nomadic groups that travelled between them within a set territory. Perhaps these group 
participations allowed the inclusion of these nomadic groups into the sedentary community’s ritual 
practice. These communal ritual behaviours enforced group identity within a dynamic landscape 
shared by these settled and nomadic groups. By the PPNB and PN, sedentary populations are more 
prevalent and the dynamic of inter-site relationship changed again. It’s likely that the 
standardisation of house construction, house layout, settlement organisation, and shared mortuary 
practice served the same purpose as these communal buildings did. These communal rituals were no 
longer necessary to enforce group identity. A suggestion could be that increasing site density in the 
landscape, and, therefore, increasing inter-site relationships, cause these changes in group identity. 
But the static nature of symbolically elaborated material in the Southern Levant, where we have 
clear evidence for increased site density, refutes this possible overarching trend.  
The patterns are more dynamic than this summary, and this diagram, suggest. This is evident when 
looking at the analysis in Chapter 6, in particular when the chronology is examined regionally in 
sections 6.5.3, 6.6.3, 6.6.5, 6.7.3, 6.7.6, and within sections 6.8 and 6.9. This regional pattern has 
already been discussed above. Certainly we don’t see this strong contextual pattern in the Southern 
Levant, and certainly there is no evidence for the PPNA in Central Anatolia. But the overall trend 
relating to motifs and to the increasing domestic-oriented behaviours within standardised symbolic 
systems, is valid throughout. What is evident from my analysis is that no one variable explains these 
changes. The symbolically elaborated material culture of the PPNA is seen across sites of differing 
sizes and subsistence strategies (section 6.8.3). The increased simplification of animal 
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representations, whilst broadly contemporary with increased experimentation and reliance on 
herded and domesticated species, are not unique to those sites and are found across regions 
containing mixed hunter-gatherer groups (section 6.8.7). These behaviours are dynamic and yet as 
this chronological analysis shows, changes in these rituals, and the symbolically elaborated material 
associated with them, are remarkably synchronous.  
8.3 WHAT ARE THE FACTORS INVOLVED IN THE FLORESCENCE OF ART AND 
SYMBOLIC PRACTICES IN THE NEOLITHIC OF SOUTH-WEST ASIA? 
The main factors involved in the florescence of symbolically elaborated material culture seem to be 
sedentism and distinct regional patterns, along with specific rituals relating to individual and house 
identities set within communal identities. The social and subsistence changes witnessed in the 
Neolithic are occurring in tandem with these changes in symbolically elaborated material culture, 
but the analysis clearly shows that there is no direct correlation between them. Epipalaeolithic and 
early Neolithic communities actively engaged in local, regional and supra-regional networks of 
sharing and exchange that we can recognise archaeologically (Watkins 2013b:6). Agriculture was not 
a prerequisite to this complexity. Rather, it is one of the several strategies that became 
advantageous under certain conditions. The differing regional and chronological patterns that we 
witnessed here are a result of a phenomenally complex adoption and change, and interplay of 
several distinct elements of social and economic behaviour which are neither predictable nor 
uniformly distributed.  
We see this in the case studies examined in sections 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 in Chapter 7. For example, the 
PPNA Northern Levantine site of Tell ‘Abr (Yartah 2013a) sees a sedentary hunter-gatherer 
community with a large repertoire of symbolically elaborated material incorporating an array of 
motifs focused on wild animals and rituals which see the distinct use of communal and domestic 
structures. Southern Levantine PPNA Gilgal (Bar-Yosef et al. 2010b; Noy 1989), is also a sedentary 
cultivating community at a similarly sized site, but by contrast, its assemblage is small, decorated 
with few motifs and there is no similar evidence for potential communal structures. Each site 
illustrates unique adaptations to similar subsistence changes, falling into very different regional 
frameworks and thus possessing very different symbolically elaborated material.  
In the PPNB, many communities would have had increasing commitments to sedentism and 
adoption of new subsistence strategies without the pressure of increasing community sizes (e.g., 
sites such as at Boncuklu Höyük in Central Anatolia (Baird et al. 2011). This site has distinctive 
symbolically elaborated material alongside the distinct social practice of house reconstruction and 
mortuary ritual. Tell Sabi Abyad II, by contrast, a site of  similar size, with evidence for the 
exploitation of domesticates, has very little evidence for symbolically elaborate material culture, 
certainly nowhere near as wide a spectrum of motifs as seen at Boncuklu. Both occupations reflect 
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similar circumstance of changes in subsistence but are responding with distinctive approaches within 
their territorial framework.  
In the PN, the comparison between Çatalhöyük and Sha’ar Hagolan is the most telling. In both 
regions, they stem from an established PPNB tradition from which there is a clear development from 
earlier periods. Both are large villages sustained by domesticates. And yet they are fundamentally 
different in how they create and employ symbolically elaborated material. Tell Sabi Abyad I 
Operation I is similarly dependent upon domesticates but is a far smaller site. The range of 
symbolically elaborated material is smaller as compared to Çatalhöyük or Sha’ar Hagolan. But 
despite its smaller size and less complex symbolically elaborated material, it has clear evidence for 
an elaborate administrative system (Akkermans & Duistermaat 2004; Duistermaat & Akkermans 
1996; Duistermaat & Schneider 1998), which is not evident at Çatalhöyük or Sha’ar Hagolan. 
What is absolutely clear is that even when examining each variable in isolation, there is no clear 
correlation between the various changes associated with the Neolithic that applies across all sites. 
Each of my case studies illustrates various manifestations of symbolically elaborated material but 
few have comparable correlating variables such as changes in site size, sedentary behaviours, or 
subsistence practices. The prevailing pattern is identity expression, which emerges and evolves 
independently from concurrent Neolithic developments. The factors involved in the florescence of 
symbolically elaborated material culture are the identity expression emerging from sedentary sites 
in the Neolithic of Anatolia and the Levant in South-West Asia.  
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CHAPTER 9 -  CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this study is to consider the nature and development of symbolic behaviour in the 
Neolithic and its relationship to contemporary social and subsistence changes. Advocates of 
traditional, agriculture-based models of socio-political evolution (as discussed in Chapter 2) argue 
that the adoption of domesticates is requisite for developments such as village life, ascribed status, 
and hereditary leadership. Arnold et al (2015:2) counter this assumption with a well-documented 
suite of politically complex hunter-gatherer societies which exhibit these features without the 
adoption of domesticates. This spectrum of complex societies is precisely what is witnessed in the 
Neolithic of South-West Asia. Based on the analysis conducted here, it is clear that the factors 
involved in the florescence of symbolically elaborated material are unrelated to concurrent social 
and subsistence changes, and instead directly relate to sedentism and identity expression.  
The main aim of this thesis was to investigate the notion of the ‘Neolithic symbolic revolution’; and 
establish if changes in elaborately decorated material culture were associated with the appearance 
of sedentism, cultivation, and domestication; and the likelihood that there are causal relationships 
between these variables. Despite much interest in the topic, none of the previous research had 
incorporated a systematic collection of data from the region, and instead proposed interpretations 
using limited case studies. There was, therefore, a need for a comprehensive methodical 
examination of symbolically elaborated material in the Neolithic to validate such theories.  
Though the methodological approaches in this thesis have been influenced by the work of Kozłowski 
and Aurenche (2005), who use an extensive assemblage to assess the implications of style on 
territories and boundaries in South-West Asia, a much broader framework for analysis was required 
for this thesis. A larger range of variables was considered and included in the analysis in order to 
assess the relationship between symbolic material and concurrent social changes. Data  included 
information about site size, location, date, geographical and environmental placement, evidence for 
plant and animal exploitation, settlement layout, and detailed contextual evidence. This approach 
enabled the assessment of changes in symbolically elaborated material in relation to population 
pressure (using site size as a proxy for population), changes in subsistence strategies (looking at 
exploitation strategies through time), sedentary behaviour (looking at the combined variables of site 
size, settlement layout, and unique contexts), and appearance of domesticates (comparing the 
Detailed Motifs to the taxa found in the faunal record). It also provided a method with which to 
consider how the differing communities used the symbolically elaborated material within different 
sets of behaviour and, therefore, its potential meaning by examining the contextual deposition, and 
afforded chronological and regional examination of each variable individually and jointly.  
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9.1 MY RESULTS 
The main result of my analysis, as discussed in Chapters 6 and 7, is a clear lack of correlation 
between symbolically elaborated material and the concurrent changes in the Neolithic including 
increased site size, changes in subsistence practice, cultivation, and domestication. Whilst there are 
examples of potential correlations between these variables in certain regions and periods, there is 
no clear overarching trend that can be presented as a causal factor. The main factors involved in the 
florescence of symbolically elaborated material culture seem to be sedentary behaviour and distinct 
regional identity expression.  
Salient trends include evidence for distinct overlapping sets of rituals relating to interaction and 
identity at the individual, household, and community level. Whilst there may be distinctive 
overlapping rituals across the entire region, there is not a uniform Neolithic trend to be applied 
throughout. Instead, we see diverse regional approaches. In PN Central Anatolia, for example, there 
are household and public levels of interaction, set against each other as two conflicting systems. The 
evidence shows that households are using the very specific symbolically elaborated material to 
distinguish themselves and create an identity which is distinct from the communal identity they 
share in other aspects of their built environment. This is in contrast to the evidence from South 
Eastern Anatolia, in the PPNA and PPNB, where there are clearly private (portable items) and public 
(evidence from communal structures) levels of interaction, linked by very similar motifs and 
decorative style and potentially overarching communal identity. In this latter region, this points to a 
clear relationship between the identity of the individual and the identity of the group within unique 
symbolically elaborated material used to convey individual identity but set with the accepted 
symbolic repertoire of the group. The Southern Levant has a narrow set of artefacts and motifs 
found in all contexts. Here, the communal identity is more durable than household or personal 
identity. Evidence for these rituals further highlights the regional trends seen throughout the 
analysis and suggests distinct identity expression, whilst further emphasising the lack of correlation 
between increased site sizes, changes in subsistence practices, cultivation, and domestication.  
Another significant pattern in the data relates to the conscious choice of specific naturalistic motifs. 
Most animal representations are schematic herbivores, which is particularly true for the evidence 
from Southern Levant, but the exceptions to this pattern are interesting. The material from PPNA of 
Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolia displays a separation between large wild species along 
with predators and other venomous creatures depicted, as opposed to small herbivores which 
characterise the faunal assemblage, which predominately are not. The paintings at Çatalhöyük also 
present us with the dichotomy of large hunted species alongside predator species which are 
depicted in the wall paintings and reliefs, versus small herbivores (constituting the domesticate 
species) which are not. However at this site, these small herbivores are instead seen in the figurine 
assemblage. The Central Anatolian PN Çatalhöyük evidence points to a unique set of thinking and 
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presents a conscious division between household and communal identity. The animals, humans, and 
geometric motifs consciously selected to represent household identity have entirely different 
meanings and values than motifs ascribed to the more rigid communal identity. By comparison, a 
similar set of motif choices in the PPNA of Northern Levant and South-Eastern Anatolian evidence 
suggest a social system based on incorporating individuals into a communal identity. These distinct 
regional changes, with their unique rituals, occur in tandem with increased sedentary behaviour, 
cultivation, and domestication, despite the lack of correlation between these trends overall. 
These patterns of choice and contextual deposition point to clear evidence for chronological change, 
which is particularly striking in the examination of contextual deposition and implication of the 
overlapping rituals discussed above. The PPNA sees increasing frequencies of both communal 
structures and the symbolically elaborated material associated with them. While communal 
structures are widely used in the PPNB. By the PN, this symbolically elaborated material culture is 
almost entirely associated with domestic contexts. A potential interpretation of this pattern suggests 
that PPNA communal buildings enabled the introduction of new ideas of identity through public 
display and rituals. These communal rituals could have been used to enforce group identity within a 
dynamic landscape shared by these settled and nomadic groups. In later periods, large sedentary 
sites became more prevalent in the landscape and this group identity becomes inseparable from 
daily life. Potentially such large-scale participation was no longer needed to reinforce a group 
identity which was now permeated into the built environment.  
Finally, the main trend evident in the data is that of distinctive regional identities, which all 
developed in parallel. However, my data rejects the potential correlation between symbolic material 
and environmental change, increasing site size and permanence, population pressure, social 
tensions, subsistence changes, agriculture, husbandry, and domestication. Whilst these changes 
occurred in tandem, there is no causal link to these pronounced regional identities and the 
consequential use and development of symbolically elaborate material culture. Instead, we now 
have to consider other potential variables, in particular perhaps not the population size of each 
community, but rather the demographics and population densities across larger regions.  
Research into Palaeolithic communities and the emergence of ‘behavioural modernity’ (French 
2015:11) is directly applicable to the florescence of elaborate material. Computer simulations 
conducted by Shennan (2001:4) illustrated that the emergence of behavioural modernity is explicitly 
linked to population size, with demographic growth and larger population networks providing the 
impetus for both the increased occurrence and maintenance of behavioural innovation, resulting in 
greater cumulative cultural complexity. Cultural learning becomes cumulatively adaptive when the 
effect of having a larger group of teachers from which to pick the most skilled exceeds the losses 
from imperfect copying (Henrich 2004:203). This model was later expanded by Powell et al. (2009) 
who also argued for a demographic basis for the emergence of behavioural modernity, stressing the 
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importance not only of population size and density but also the degree of interaction and migration 
(French 2015:12).  
This empirical model demonstrates the prominent influence of population size on rates of 
innovation and maintenance of cultural traits as well as the impact of social connectivity and 
transmission networks between populations and levels of population. Similar to the system of 
genetic inheritance, it is the effective population size rather than the absolute population size which 
affects the transmission of cultural traits (French 2015:6). The implications of this are as valid in the 
Neolithic as they are in the Palaeolithic. Becoming sedentary seems to have changed the 
relationships between communities, and the dynamics between those sedentary and nomadic 
groups in the landscape. Through time, these sedentary communities increase in number, further 
altering the relationships between them, enabling predictable and consistent interaction. This seems 
to have resulted in a reaction to create and enforce regional identity. Clear evidence for this 
increasing density of networks and interactions can be viewed through the vast trade networks, in 
particular, that of obsidian. Any future study aiming to explain the ‘revolution of symbols’ will need 
to consider the implications of demography, population density, and degrees of interaction, through 
the variable of trade, networks, and interactions, in conjunction with these independently evolving 
expressions of identity. 
9.2 LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
There are some significant limitations to this study. The most important are the number of sites and 
the size of the assemblage analysed. For the purposes of this thesis, the range of 52 sites and over 
2500 objects was sufficient to explore the questions regarding the florescence of symbolically 
elaborated material culture. But as discussed in section 7.2.3, there are many sites with remarkable 
symbolically elaborated material which, if included in this database and interrogated statistically, 
could well alter the patterns seen. I feel the representative sample chosen has been more than 
sufficient for its purpose, but I concede future research would benefit from increased sample size. A 
future project, to take this methodological approach onward, would be to increase the sample size 
to further refine the analysis and interpretations. 
Another limitation of this study is the exclusion of various artefacts as described in Chapter 4. The 
reasons for their exclusion were justifiable within the scope of the methodology and the creation of 
the database. However, the discussion in Chapter 8 highlights the multivariate approach many 
researchers taken to interpret the changes of the social systems in the Neolithic. Whilst the current 
data range was able to test the theories in section 7.1 with sufficient authority, the inclusion of 
additional artefact types such as beads, bucrania, undecorated faunal installations and plastered 
skulls would be valuable in exploring the personal, household, and communal ritual practices and 
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identities. Future research, therefore, needs to address the methodological complications of 
including such material and incorporate them into the broader analysis. 
With particular reference to the conclusions of this thesis regarding the implication of expressions of 
identity as the main factor relating to the changes in symbolically elaborated material culture, a 
greater emphasis needs to be placed upon material culture associated with social transmission. In 
particular, this would include personal adornments and beads. Many Epipalaeolithic sites, both with 
and without the symbolically elaborated material under investigation here, have extensive evidence 
for the manufacture and use of beads (Figure 9.1 and Figure 9.2). In particular, the absence of 
individualisation in the Southern Levantine data, as discussed in section 7.2.3, could have been 
mitigated by evidence for personal adornment. As such, future research would benefit from the 
inclusion, or at the very least cross comparison, of the large repertoire of beads. 
  
Figure 9.1 Examples of beads from Early and Middle Epipalaeolithic Sites: a) polished bone beads from Uyun 
al-Hammam; b) pierced marine shells from Kharaneh IV (Maher, Richter & Stock 2012:75) 
 
Figure 9.2 An Early Natufian decorated skull from El-Wad (Bar-Yosef 1998a:165) 
A constraint of this analysis has been the limitation of published contextual information. Considering 
the ritual patterns identified in this thesis (relating to individual, household, and communal 
expressions of identity), and the vital contribution of contextual deposition which enabled the 
disentangling of overlapping these behaviours, future research needs to address the deficiency 
already highlighted in the contextual information available. Addressing this methodological problem, 
through the gathering of unpublished contextual data along with a greater number of case studies 
a) b) 
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with direct access to the assemblages, it should allow a more valuable contextual study to better 
disentangle the symbolic behaviour discussed in section 7.2.1.  
Lastly, considering the implication of sedentary behaviour as the main factor in relation to the 
changes seen in symbolically elaborate material culture in the Neolithic, future studies would need 
to incorporate more data from nomadic hunter-gatherer groups. There is also the question of 
whether identity expression alone explains the changes in symbolically elaborated material, 
independently from sedentism. As such, the Upper Palaeolithic to Epipalaeolithic transition needs to 
be incorporated into a wider study to assess the changes in the symbolic material in relation to 
increasing sedentary behaviour. This should also include sites from all periods where such 
symbolically elaborated material is lacking. A cross comparison between the social and economic 
changes witnessed at sites with and without such material would greatly assist in assessing the 
correlation between sedentism, identity expression, and changes in symbolically elaborated material 
culture.  
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